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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir wILt BE observed from a notice issued with last Thursday’s 
daily cause list, and which will be found in another column, that 
arrangements are made for the disposal of parts of the business 
of Mr. Justice Norra and Mr. Justice Srrruive, who are both 
of them absent through illness. The provision thus made only 
deals with short causes and unopposed petitions and work in 
chambers, and the other interlocutory business and the witness 
actions remain untouched. 





THE ORDER upon which the above notice is founded is, so 
far as can be ascertained, the first order made under the 6th 
section of the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1884. Hitherto 
it has not been thought necessary to obtain the concurrence of 
the Lord Chancellor to a request by one judge of the Chancery 
Division to act for another, but a perusal of the section will 
shew that this order is necessary for the purpose of guarding 
against objections which might otherwise be made by suitors. 





Tue worpine of the above-mentioned order seems rather to 
indicate an apprehension that the two absent judges or one of 
them may be unable to resume attendance during the present 
sittings. We regret that the rumours which reach us of their 
condition are not so favourable as might be wished, but it may 
be — that the anticipation suggested by the order will not 
be ized. 





WE LEARN with great pleasure that the rest and freedom 
from extraneous work, which were prescribed by medical advice 
as essential for Mr. B. G. Laxs, have already proved so bene- 
ficial that there is reason to hope that next year he may 
be able to resume his services to the profession in connection 
with the Conta’ Law Society. 





On Fripay in last week the question was raised in Court of 
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Lancaster in Maidsicy v. Beesley, which appears in the essential 
point to be covered by Re Peace § Ellis (36 W. R. 61), where, 
on a sale by auction, the solicitors instructed and paid the 
auctioneer, and charged his fee in their bill against the client, 
and it was held by Norn, J., that, although the solicitors were 
not entitled to the “‘ conducting fee,” they were entitled to be 
remunerated under Schedule II. for the work done in connection 
with the sale not covered by the fee paid to the auctioneer. 
But in the recent case the taxing master seems to have raised 
a remarkable point. He said that there had been no election 
under clause 6, and accordingly the solicitor’s ‘‘ remuneration 
shall be according to the scale prescribed by this order.” In 
thus flying in the face of Parker v. Blenkhorn (37 W. R. 401), 
the taxing master seems to have overlooked the words at the 
commencement of clause 6: ‘‘In all cases to which the scales 
. . . Shall apply.” The learned judge had no difficulty in 


disposing of this singular objection. 





THe case oF Eyre v. The Corporation of Leicester (reported 
elsewhere) reveals an omission in the Arbitration Act, 1889. By 
section 5 itis enacted that where a submission provides for a 
reference to a single arbitrator, and all the parties do not, after 
differences have arisen, concur in the appointment of an arbi- 
trator, any party may serve the other parties with written notice 
to appoint, and then, if the appointment is not made within 
seven days after the service of the notice, power to make it is 
conferred upon the court. And under section 6, where the sub- 
mission provides that the reference is to be to two arbitrators, 
one to be appointed by each party, then upon failure by one 
party to appoint, the other party may appoint his own arbitrator 
to act as sole arbitrator in the reference, and his award is to be 
binding upon both parties. No provision is made, however, for 
the case where the submission is silent as to whether the refer- 
ence is to be to one or two arbitrators, and the question of 
the application of section 5 under such circumstances has arisen 
in the present instance. It would be difficult to suppose that the 
reference must necessarily be to two arbitrators. There is 
always the objection to such a procedure that the arbitrators 
regard themselves rather as advocates than judges, and leave the 
real decision to the umpire, and this led CoLzrinez, J., to say in 
Re Templeman and Reed (9 Dowl. 962) that in his opinion such 
references were ‘senseless and mischievous, founded on a 
totally wrong principle, expensive in their operation, and con- 
stantly ending in failure and disappointment.” But although 
the reference would naturally be to a single arbitrator, it is not 
clear that the submission ‘‘ provides’? for this within the 
meaning of section 5. This difficulty, however, does not seem 
to have weighed with the court, and it was held that the plaintiff 
had properly served a notice on the defendants under section 5, 
and that as the latter had failed to concur in an appointment of 
a single arbitrator he was entitled to have an appointment made 
by the master, exercising the powers of the court by virtue of 
R. 8. C., ord. 54, r. 12a. 


“Suppose 4 MAN wholly blind got into a train, must a special 
porter be in readiness for him?” asked Bramwext, B., in 
Bridges v. North London Railway Co. (1. BR. 6 Q. B., at p. 398), 
and the context of the learned judge’s judgment in that cele- 
brated case shews pretty clearly that he himself would have 
answered the question in the negative. Suppose an unpopular 
man into a train, with the result that his fellow travellers 
assault him, are the railway company who contracted to carry 
him liable in damages for this assault? This was the question 
which a county court judge answered in the affirmative in 
Pounder v. North-Eastern Railway Co. (reported elsewhere), but 
which a divisional court has answered in the negative, after having, 
however, taken time to consider, and also giving leave to appeal ; 
so that it is with some diffidence that we say that the case seems 
to us to be a rather clear one. The plaintiff was a “ Candy Hall 
man,” that is, ‘‘a man engaged u the eviction of pitmen 
from their houses consequent upon disputes between them and 
their masters,” whereby he had incurred the illwill of pitmen, 
and was in danger of being molested by them. He entered a 
carriage which subsequently became overcrowded by some half- 








dozen pitmen who assaulted him and left the carriage at a 
subsequent station, where they were succeeded by other pit- 
men who assaulted him again. Now it was held in Hogan 
v. South-Eastern Railway Co. (28 L. T. Rep. N. 8. 271) 
that a railway company may be liable for injury resulting 
from an overcrowded platform; and in the better known 
case of Metropolitan Railway Co. v. Jackson (3 App. Cas. 193, 
26 W. R. 179), although the company succeeded on the 
ground of there being no evidence connecting the negligence 
with the damage sued for, the House of Lords admitted, as the 
courts whose judgments were reversed expressly held, that 
to allow a carriage to become overcrowded is negligence on 
the part of a railway company. In that case the damage 
sued for was injury to the plaintiff's thumb caused by the 
door being shut upon it before he was able to get away, 
and injury of this kind is, of course, far more the natural 
consequence of travelling in an overcrowded carriage than an 
injury by a direct assault actuated by a special motive. ‘To an 
ordinary passenger,” as A. L. Smrru, J., puts it, ‘the conse- 
quence of not supplying reasonable accommodation, which is 
the breach of duty set up, is certainly not his being assaulted by 
an independent tort feasor, which is the injury complained of.” 
We observe that both learned judges laid some stress on the 
fact of the unpopularity of Mr. Pounper not being known to the 
company at the time they contracted to carry him. We cannot 
see that this makes any difference. Surely the unpopular pas- 
senger takes all the risk—a very vague and doubtful one—of his 
unpopularity on himself, and cannot be heard to say that the 
contract with him was made in the expectation that third persons 
would break the law. On the other hand, it is satisfactory to 
the travelling public to know that, as A. L. Sarru, J., observed, 
the cases of ‘“‘a known lunatic, or a known biting dog, or a 
known leper, or a man known to be drunk and quarrelsome,” 
being put into a railway carriage are widely different from Mr. 
PounpDErR’s case. As to the dog, indeed, we should be inclined 
to think, looking to the universal bye-law, No. 14, to the effect 
that “dogs will not be suffered to accompany passengers in 
carriages,” that if a passenger brought a dog into a carriage 
with him, whether a “ biting ” dog or not, and such dog in fact 
bit a fellow passenger, the company and the owner of the dog 
could be sued as joint tort feasors by the bitten passenger, but 
the point is rather a doubtful one. 





As WE SURMISED on a recent occasion, the first case 
which has come up for decision under the Rules of the 
Supreme Court as to actions by and against firms (order 
48a) has turned upon the precise definition to be placed 
upon the words “carrying on business within the jurisdiction.” 
Ord. 48a, r. 1, provides that ‘‘ any two or more persons claiming 
or being liable as co-partners, and carrying on business within 
the jurisdiction, may sue or be sued in the name of the respec- 
tive firms’’ of which they are members, and in the case of Grant 
v. Anderson, reported in the Zimes of the 14th inst., the Divisional 
Court was asked in effect to define the meaning of the words to 
which we have particularly referred. In that case the plaintiff, 
a London merchant, brought an action against a firm of manu- 
facturers, Anperson & Co, of Glasgow, who have an agent in 
London who receives orders and transacts business in their name ; 
and, moreover, whose place of business is a large warehouse in 
London, the windows of which bear the name of the firm and on 
the doors of which is -affixed a board bearing the firm’s name, 
followed by the name of their agent. The agent, Mr. M’Catium, 
used, for the transaction of business, memorandum forms 
headed, ‘From Wa. Anperson & Co., Glasgow; London ware- 
house, 2, Milk-street-buildings, Cheapside,” and he signed 
all communications written on these memorandum papers, 
**yro Wau. Anpexson & Co.” In the directories, moreover, the 
name of ‘‘ Wma. Anverson & Oo.” appears as the occupiers of 
the London premises, and not that of the agent, Mr. M’Oatium. 
Under these circumstances, the plaintiff issued his writ against 
Ww. Anvenson & Co. as a firm carrying on business within the 
jurisdiction, and served it “at the epee place within the 
jurisdiction of the business of the partnership upon the person 

ving at the time of service the control or management of the 
partnership business there” (ord. 48a, r. 3). He, in fact, 
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served M’Cattvum, and if the firm could be said to be carrying 
on business at their London warehouse, there could be no 


' question as to the validity of the service. The court, however 


(Lord Corzrmeg, ©.J., and Wrieut, J.), held that AnpERson & Co. 
were not a firm carrying on business in England, and could 
not, therefore, be sued asa firm. Lord Coteriper, in giving 
judgment, said that the mere fact of a foreign firm having an 
agent in England who receives orders for the firm was not 
sufficient to bring it within the rule. It is somewhat singular 
that no reference appears to have been made to the case of 
Baillie v. Goodwin (34 W. R. 787, 33 Ch. D. 604), for the point 
there decided was almost precisely similar to that in Grant v. 
Anderson. When Baillie v. Goodwin was decided in 1886 any 
foreign firm which carried on business within the jurisdiction 
could be served at the place of business on the person in control 
(O’Neile vy. Clason, 46 L. J. Q. B. 191), and the point was 
whether the Scotch firm of Goopwin & Co., who had an agent 
in London carrying on business at 20, Bucklersbury, where the 
name of Goopwin & Co. was painted on the door, was properly 
served by service at 20, Buckiersbury on the person in control 
of the agent’s business there. Nortu, J., decided that an 
agency was not a place of business of a firm, and he rested his 
decision on solid ground when he based it on the fact that the 
person who controlled the alleged branch business of the firm 
was not the servant of the firm, but their agent. In the case of 
Grant v. Anderson leave to appeal was given, and therefore the 
Court of a will doubtless have the opportunity presented 
to them of placing an interpretation upon these words “ carry- 
ing on business within the jurisdiction.” It will be a matter of 
some regret if they confine their judgment, as the Divisional 
Court did,. to the strict limits of the case before them. There is 
need of a clear definition of the phrase “‘ carrying on business,” 
for in itself it is not precise. It may be interpreted to mean 
the possession within the jurisdiction of a place of business held 
in the name of tke firm where business is carried on on behalf 
of the firm by a person or persons in the pay of the firm. That 
would seem to a rational construction to place upon the 
phrase. But it might be taken to mean a great deal more than 
that, and it would probably prevent a + deal of friction in 
the future if the Court of Appeal would tell us clearly what it 
does mean. 





AN INGENIOUS ATTEMPT was made on Tuesday, in a case of 
Pirie v. Goodall, to induce the Court of Appeal to put on section 
64 of the Trade-Marks Act of 1883 a construction essentially 
different from that which was given by the same court to the 
corresponding section 10 of the Trade-Marks Registration Act 
of 1875. Section 10 provided that, for the Lag. ye of the Act, 
‘“‘ a trade-mark consists of one or more of the following essential 

articulars ” (inter alia): ‘‘a distinctive device, mark, heading, 
abel, or ticket, and there may be added to any one or more of 
the said particulars any letters, words, or figures, or combina- 
tion of letters, words, or figures ; also any special and distinctive 
word or words, or combination of figures or letters, used as a 
trade mark before the passing of this Act, may be registered as 
such under this Act.’”” Upon the construction of this section it 
was held by the Court of Appeal, in Re Leonard § Ellis’ Trade- 
Mark (32 W. R. 530, 26 Ch. D, 288), that a single word could not 
be registered under the Act, on the ground that it was used as 
a “‘ heading,” unless it was so used before the poms of the 
Act. Section 64 of the Act of 1883 provides that ‘‘(1) For 
the purposes of this Act, a trade-mark must consist of or 
contain at least one of the following essential A gir ae ” (inter 
alia): “(c) a distinctive device, mark, brand, heading, label, 
ticket, or fancy word or words not in common use. (2) There 
may be added to any one or more of these particulars any 
letters, words, or figures, or combination of letters, words, or 
res, or of any of them. (8) Provided that any special and 
distinctive wo or words, letter, figure, or combination 
of letters or figures, or of letters and fi used as a 
trade-mark before the 13th day of August, 1875, 4 be 
registered as a trade-mark under this part of this Act.” 
It will be observed that, while this section very much resembles 
section 10 of the prior Act, the word “ brand” is a new intro- 
duction. In Pirie vy. Goodall the plaintiffs’ registered trade- 
mark consisted of the words “ Pirie’s Parchment Bank,” and 





they used it in connection with a particular kind of paper which 
they manufactured, the words being used (inter Te) as the 
‘¢ water-mark”’ on the paper. The words “ Parchment” and 
“Bank,” taken separately, had been in common use in tle 
trade, but the plaintiffs claimed the right to the exclusive use 
of the two in combination. Mr. Justice Vavenan WILLIAMS 
had held that the mark was not entitled to registration under 
the Act of 1883, and had ordered it to be struck off the 
register. In the Court of Appeal it was argued that the mark, 
though not strictly, according to the derivation of the word, a 
“ brand,” because it was not burnt into the article, was a 
‘brand ”’ within the meaning of section 64, because the water- 
mark was incorporated into the substance of the paper. And 
then it was ingeniously ed that the words ‘ not in common 
use” in sub-section 1 (c) did not apply to, or in any way limit, 
the word ‘‘brand,” but that words might be as a 
trade-mark if they were used as a “brand,” even though they 
had not been used as a trade-mark before the 13th of August, 
1875 (7.e., the date of the passing of the Act of 1875). The 
court declined to accede to this argument, and affirmed the 
decision appealed from. Lord Justice Lrvprey said that, as- 
suming that a water-mark was a “ brand,” the pro con- 
struction would be inconsistent with that which had given 
to section 10 of the Act of 1875. It would be an absurd conclu- 
sion that a “brand” might consist of words in common use, 
and not used as a trade-mark before the Act of 1875, while a 
“device, heading, label, or ticket” could not consist of such 
words. There was no possible distinction between a ‘“ brand” 
and the other things which stood in conjunction with it. 





Tue Srarionery Orrice has recently issued an elaborate 
and exhaustive index to the statutory rules and orders in force 
on January Ist, 1891. As a work 2 usefulness this 
publication only stands second to the mological Table and 
Index to the Statutes. The work has been compiled by Mr. A, 
Puuie, jun., under the directions of the Statute Law Com- 
mittee, and with the assistance of the Government departments 
concerned in making the orders. The task of collecting and 
arranging the huge mass of rules and orders which have been 
issued at various times under statutory authority, and of which, 
up to now, there has been no — record, was a truly 
formidable one. Several years of indefatigable work have been 
devoted to the preparation of this volume, and Mr. Pvxurve is to 
be congratulated on the successful result of his labours. The index 
is a great deal more than a mere list of rules and orders arranged 
under their proper headings. It is practically an analytical 
digest of the statutory powers of making rules and orders. The 
plan of the work follows that of the official Index to the Statutes, 
to which it forms a companion volume. Each branch of law is 
dealt with under the same heading as is adopted in the Index to 
the Statutes. Under all the headings indicating the subject- 
matter to which the rules and orders relate, there are two sub- 
headings —‘‘ Authority now in force” and “ Exercise of 
Authority.” Under the heading ‘Authority now in force” 
we find a reference to the enactment which confers the 
power of making the rules and orders, a short statement 
of the substance of the enactment, and all information as to 
the method of publication or tation to Parliament, and 
the name of the department by which, or with whose con- 
currence, the rules or orders have been issued. Under the 
heading ‘‘ Exercise of Authority” we have a list of the rules 
and orders themselves, with a reference to the official documents 
in which they are to be found, and, in cases where the 
“authority” has not been exercised, a statement to that effect. 
Take, for instance, the heading ‘Factories and Workshops.” 
Hitherto the only mode of ascertaining whether or not the 
Secretary of State had made an order under some one of the 
»owers conferred upon him by the Factory and Workshop A 
oo been to search the pages of the Zendon Gazette ; but, 
order having been unearthed, the question would still 
whether or not it had been repealed or superseded. On 
to ‘‘ Factories and Workshops” in the index to the 
rules and orders, we see at once the orders which are 
force, the enactments conferring the authority to 
orders, and a reference to the dates and pages of the 
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Edinburgh, and Dublin Gazettes where the orders are to be found. 
Take, again, a wholly different subject-matter—‘“‘ Extradition of 
Criminals.” The Orders in Council relating to this subject 
are arranged under two heads—(1) Arrangements with Foreign 
States, and (2) Surrender of Fugitive Criminals of Foreign 
States in British Possessions. The “exercise of authority” 
in connection with arrangements with foreign states shews 
shews, in tabular form, a complete list of the Orders in Council 
which have been issued under the powers conferred by the 
Extradition Act, the dates of the orders, a reference to the 
London Gazette where the orders and treaties are published, the 
dates of the treaties, and a reference to the Parliamentary 
papers in which the treaties are published. The ‘“ Exercise of 
Authority” in connection with the surrender of fugitive criminals 
of foreign States in British possessions contains a similar tabular 
statement shewing the colony to which the order applies, the 
date of the order, a reference to the London Gazette and to Hert- 
slet’s State Papers where the orders are published, and a reference 
to the various colonial ordinances incorporated with the Extra- 
dition Act. Then, under the heading ‘‘ Fugitive Offenders,” we 
have a list of the places outside her Majesty’s dominions to 
which the provisions of the Fugitive Offences Acts have been 
extended where her Majesty has jurisdiction by treaty or other- 
wise—for example, Turkey and Siam. These lists, having 
received the imprimatur of the Foreign Office and the Colonial 
Office, may be taken to be absolutely accurate and exhaustive. 
Again, the information given under the heading ‘Supreme 
Court of Judicature” supplies the public and the profession, 
for the first time, with a ready means of access to al/ the rules 
of procedure which are now in force. It was certainly high 
time that some official publication dealing with this subject, 
systematically and comprehensively, should be issued. 








Tue Inpex is confined to rules and orders of a public and 
general character; but, where local orders relate to matters of 
public and general interest—for instance, Orders in Council 
under the Endowed Schools Acts (which have the force of 
statutes) and Orders in Council confirming university statutes 
(which often annul the provisions of Acts of Parliament)—lists 
of them are given in the Appendices. This plan follows that 
adopted in the Index to the Statutes, where Acts of a local 
character printed among the public general Acts are dealt with 
in a similar way. Even in the case of orders of a purely local 
character, the place where the desired information may be 
found is indicated (see, for example, ‘‘ Markets and Fairs, 
England,” p. 149; ‘Elementary Education, England” (Bye- 
laws), p. 73; and “Fisheries” (Salmon and Freshwater), pp. 
90-92). There has been a marked tendency during the last few 
years to develop and extend the system of legislation by rules 
and orders, and this makes it all the more desirable that a rule 
or order which has the practical effect of a statute should be as 
readily accessible as the statutes themselves, especially in cases 
where it has been provided that whole sections of statutes should 
be repealed as from the issue of certain rules under statutory 

wers (see, for example, the heading “ Life-saving ”’ Appliances, 
under the title “‘ Merchant Shipping,” on p. 158 of the index, 
and the title ‘Outlawry,” on p. 173. The idea of treating the 
law as enacted by rules and orders in the same way as the law 
as enacted by statute had already been dealt with has been 
carried out with thoroughness and judgment. The Lord Chan- 
cellor and the Treasury have directed the — hence- 
forward of all orders which are of a public and general character 
in an annual volume, uniform with the official annual volume of 
the statutes. We propose hereafter to call attention to the first of 
this series of volumes, containing the statutory rules and orders 
issued in 1890, which is now before the public. 





Mz, Pirr Lewis, ©0.C., M.P., the Parliamentary author of the 
Forged Transfers Act, very properly informs railway and other 
shareholders, through the 7imes, that that Act is permissive only, 
and not in any way compulsory, and such is no doubt the effect of 
the statute, which successively invests the companies with four 
different powers. First, they have power to make a cash pay- 


ment out of their funds to meet losses from forgery ; secondly, 








they may, if they think fit, provide, either by fees on transfers 
or by insurance, reservation of capital, accumulation of income, 
or in any other manner which they may resolve upon, a fund to meet 
claims for compensation ; thirdly, they may borrow to provide 
the compensation money; and, fourthly, they may impose such 
restrictions on transfer as they may consider requisite. If the 
directors of companies will not avail themselves of the Act, and 
the shareholders disapprove of this inertia, it will be for the 
shareholders to displace them by directors who will. Meanwhile 
we may direct attention to section 122 of the Companies Clauses 
Act, 1845, by which very large powers are already given to set 
aside sums out of earnings to meet “contingencies” before 
declaring dividends. Could not this enactment be used to sup- 
plement the Forged Transfers Act? 








CREDITORS’ DEED—RESULTING TRUST. 


Tue cases of Smith v. Cooke, Storey v. Cooke (1891, C. A. 297), 
practically one case, seem deserving of notice. The appeals to 
the House of Lords were from the same order of the Court of 
Appeal, and raised the same question on the effect of a deed of 
assignment to trustees for the benefit of creditors. The deed 
contained an assignment to trustees of the business and pro- 
perty of a firm which had consisted of the Cooxrs and the tes- 
tator of the plaintiff R. Swryverron, and the trusts were to carry 
on the business of the assignors so long as the trustees should 
think fit, or immediately, or at any time after ceasing to carry 
on the business, to sell and dispose of the business and premises, 
and out of the profits of the business, if carried on, and out of 
the moneys to arise from the sale, to pay all costs, charges, and 
expenses, and then to “ pay and divide the clear residue of the 
said profits and moneys unto and among all and singular the 
creditors of the said firm, in rateable proportions, according to 
the amount of their several and respective debts, subject, never- 
theless, to the covenants and provisions hereinafter contained.” 
The deed authorized payment in full of creditors for debts under 
£30; and in consideration of the assignment the creditors 
released the assignors from their claims in respect of the part- 
nership. The trustees continued the business for some years. 
The action alleged misapplication of the assets, asked for an 
account against the trustees, and sought to impeach a sale made 
by them. Mr. Justice Kexgwicn had made an order that the 
preliminary question of law whether, on the true construction 
of the deed, the plaintiffs had any title to maintain the action 
should be determined before any evidence was given or any ques- 
tion or issue of fact tried. In giving his decision on this prelimi- 
nary question of law, Kexewicn, J., said: ‘In this case the 
plaintiffs put their claim on the strongest possible ground—that 
of a resulting trust. I cannot find the resulting trust. As 
a rule, you find a resulting trust in two classes of cases; one 
where an express trust is declared, and that express trust does 
not exhaust all the beneficial interest in the property, the subject 
of the trust ; the other, where the court, applying some rule or 
principle of equity, implies a trust which is not expressed—that 
is to say, implies a trust in the assignee or holder of the pro- 
perty, and declares that he is not entitled for his own benefit; 
and then, finding that there is no trust declared, is obliged to 
look back and create, by the application of the doctrines of 
equity, a resulting trust,” and, after examining the case in 
detail, the learned judge concluded as follows :—‘“‘ I must find, 
on the preliminary question of law, that on the true construc- 
tion of the deed the plaintiffs have no title to maintain this 
action.” 

The plaintifis appealed, and all the judges ef the Court of 
oe unhesitatingly came to the conclusion that the decision 
of Kexewicn, J., was erroneous, and that there was a resulting 
trust for the assignors. Fry, L.J., is reported to have remarked 
interlocutorily that the deed under consideration was substan- 
tially the same as that in Martin’s Conveyancing by Davidson, 
vol. 5, p. 440, On this we would observe that the form men- 
tioned is one for an immediate conversion and division, and that 
in the form immediately preceding that referred to by the Lord 
Justice, and which contemplates some continuance of the trust, 
there is a provision for payment of the surplus, after answering 
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the purposes of the deed, to the grantor. We should infer that 
the ie pee ada form was not brought to the notice of the 
Lord Justice; and Lord Justice Corron seems to have been 
under the impression that the form referred to by Fry. L.J., 
was one applicable to a case like that before the court, for his 
lordship said: ‘‘ Although the deed in this case follows the 
exact terms of a precedent in Mr. Davrnson’s book, I cannot say 
that it does not omit something which had better have been 
inserted. There is no express trust of any surplus after the 
debts are paid in full, and the question is whether any trust of 
it is to be implied.” His lordship continued: “In my opinion 
the object of this deed was to provide for payment, either 
in full or so far as the estate would extend, of the creditors 
of the firm. The parties did not contemplate there being 
a surplus, or else, I suppose, they would have provided 
for it. When all the creditors are paid in full, is there 
a trust for the assignors? In my opinion there is”; and 
proceeded to justify that view, concluding his judgment with the 
observation : ‘I differ from Mr. Justice Kexewicu, but I do not 
myself feel any doubt on the subject.” Lord Justice Bowren 
said he was of the same opinion, observing: ‘‘ Had it not been 
for the judgment of Mr. Justice Kexewicu, whose experience I 
respect, I also should have said that I have no doubt on the 
subject, although the deed does not contain words which would 
have prevented the question arising,” and after going into the 
case in some detail, concluded thus: ‘‘ Reading this deed by 
one’s ordinary natural lights, I cannot doubt that it was simply 
intended to be an assignment for payment of debts, and that 
there was implied in it a resulting trust to the assignors when 
the debts were fully paid.” Lord Justice Fry, after observing 
that the question they had to decide was what was the true nature 
of the deed, said: ‘‘Is it a deed by which a firm and their 
creditors agreed upon a certain mode of satisfying the debts and 
nothing more—in which case there would plainly be a resulting 
trust for the benefit of the assignors—or is it a deed by which 
the firm sold their business to their creditors, or a deed by which 
they agreed to give up their business by way of satisfaction and 
accord to their creditors, in either of which two cases it is, of 
course, plain that the creditors, and they alone, are the owners 
of the business? Now TI have no hesitation in coming to the 
conclusion that the deed is of the first of these descriptions.” 
Therefore it appears that the judges of the Court of Appeal 
unanimously, and without hesitation, considered there was a 
resulting trust for the assignors. 

The cases were heard in the House of Lords by the Lord 
Chancellor and Lords Herscuett, Macnaauren, Frerp, and 
Hannen, who all agreed in reversing the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal and restoring that of Kexewicn, J.: the Lord 
Chancellor and Lord Herscuett alone giving reasoned judg- 
ments. We venture to remark, with all respect, that we think 
(if the report is correct) the Lord Chancellor was not quite 
accurate in saying: ‘‘If it is intended to have a resulting trust, 
the ordinary and familiar mode of doing that is by saying so on 
the face of the instrument; and I cannot get, out of the lan- 
guage of this instrument, a resulting trust except by putting 
in words which are not there.” We suppose his lordship 
must have intended to refer to an ultimate trust for the 
assignor or grantor, for of course an express trust is not a 
resulting trust; see extract from the judgment of Kexewicn, 
J., given above. 

These cases afford a remarkable instance of difference of 
judicial opinion, the more noticeable because the decisions of 
the two appellate tribunals, although contrary the one to the 
other, appear to have been pronounced with equal confidence 
and unanimity. The Court of Appeal evidently formed the 
opinion that the general object of the deed was the satisfaction 
of debts, and, holding this opinion, considered that the trust for 
the creditors should be construed as intended not to go beyond 
this p se; whereas Mr. Justice Kexewrcn and the House of 
Lords did not find anything in the deed to justify construing the 
trust for the creditors otherwise than in accordance with its 
natural meaning. The error of the Court of Appeal seems to 
have been that they speculated (to use Lord Herscrety’s 
expression) upon what were the intentions of the parties 
instead of finding their intentions from the language they 


~~ 


SLANDER OF TITLE. 
Il, 


1. An action for slander of title is not properly an action for 
words spoken or for libel written or published, but an action on 
the case for special damage (per Trypat, C.J., in Malachy v. 
Soper, 1836, 3 Bing. N. C., at p. 384). 

In some of the digests actions for slander of title are, in fact, 
ranged under actions on the case; but this insight into the 
true nature of this form of legal remedy was by no means a 
universal characteristic of the old text writers, and so late as 
1836 we find. the fallacious identification of slander of title with 
defamation doing forensic duty. In Malachy v. Soper (ubi suprd) 
the plaintiff was of certain shares in a silver mine. 
Certain claimants had filed a bill in chancery impugning his 
title to the said shares. The plaintiff had dem to this bill. 
The defendant inserted a paragraph in a newspaper stating that 
the demurrer had been overruled, and that the prayer of the 
claimants’ bill had been granted. These allegations were false. 
Thereupon the plaintiff sued the defendant for slander of title, 
pleading that by means of the defendant’s conduct he was 
injured in his rights, his shares were depreciated, divers persons 
believed he had no right to them, and the mines could not be 
worked for his benefit. It was objected that there was no 
allegation or proof of special damage. Pressed with this objec- 
tion, the plaintiff's counsel made use of the following ingenious 
argument :—‘‘ It is to be observed,” they said, “‘ that the injury 
complained of is a printed libel, not a mere oral slander. Now 
where persons are defamed, vituperative expressions are action- 
able which would not be actionable if merely spoken. And 
there is no reason why the same distinction should not be applied 
to defamation of title: the writing is permanent and pervading ; 
the speech is fleeting and local.” But Trxpat, C.J., swooped down 
upon the fallacy and slewit in the light. ‘It has been urged,” 
said his lordship, ‘that however necessary it may be, according 
to the ancient authorities, to allege some particular damage in 
cases of unwritten slander of title, the case of written slander 
stands on different grounds, and that an action may be main- 
tained without an allegation of damage actually sustained, if 
the plaintiff’s right be impeached by a written publication. . . . 
No authority whatever has been cited in support of this distinc- 
tion, and we are of opinion that the necessity for an allegation 
of actual damage in the case of slander of title cannot depend on 
the medium through which that slander is conveyed—that is, 
whether it be through words or writing or print; but that it 
rests on the nature of the action itself—viz., that it is an action 
for special damage actually sustained, and not an action for 
slander. The circumstance of the slander of title being conveved 
in a letter or other publication appears to us to make no other 
difference than that it is more widely and permanently dis- 
seminated, and the damages in consequence more likely to 
be serious than where the slander of title is by words only; 
but . . . it makes no difference whatever in the legal ground 
of action.” 
2. An action for slander of title being an action on the case 
(a) may be brought for the protection of the plaintiff's title to 
realty, to personalty, or to any other property recognized as 
such by law; and (4) can be successfully maintained only upon 
the allegation and proof by the plaintiff that the statement of 
which he complains (1) was false; (2) was made maliciously ; 
and (3) has in fact been productive of s ‘ial damage. 
Under these heads, which cannot well be separated, as they 
all depend on the nomen juris for slander of title at which we 
have arrived, we shall sum up all that remains to be said on 
the subject. 
(a) That an action will lie for slander of title to reality has 
been clearly shewn in the preceding paper. Slander of title to 
shares (Malachy v. Soper, ubi sup.), to patents (Wren v. Weild, 
1869, L. R. 4 Q. B. 730), to trade-marks, to designs (Dicks v. 
Brooks, 1880, 15 Ch. D, 22), to goods (Steward v, Young, 1870, 
L. R. 5 C. P. 122), and to trade name (Thor/ey's Cattle Food Co. 
v. Massam, 1879, 14 Ch. D, 763); Western Counties Menwre Co. 
v. Lawes Chemical Manure Co., 1874, L. R. 9 Ex. 218) will all 
support an action. On the other hand, the property which 
forms the subject-matter of the action must be a 
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recognized by law. In Day v. Brownrigg (1878, L, R. 10-Chy 
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D. 294) the plaintiffs alleged in their statement of claim that 
their house had been called Ashford Lodge for sixty years, and 
the adjoining house belonging to the defendant had been called 
Ashford Villa for forty years, and that the defendant had 
recently altered the name of his house to that of the plaintiffs. 
The plaintiffs further alleged that this act of the defendant 
had caused them great inconvenience and annoyance, and had 
materially diminished the value of their property, and they 
claimed an injunction to restrain the defendant from continuing 
to use the name of their house. The defendant demurred on 
this statement of claim. Matus, V.C., overruled the demurrer, 
upon the ground—if we may say so with great respect to a 
very learned and able judge—that there was damnum, and 
therefore injuria, to the plaintifis’ property. But this decision 
was reversed by the Court of Appeal. The Vice-Chancellor, 
said JEsset, M.R., with characteristic wit and clearness, “ has 
held for the first time . . that a man has a legal right to the 
exclusive use of any name he chooses to affix to any part of his 
landed property. Such a right is not known to the law, 
and it never been decided that there is such a right of 
property. . The plaintiffs are quite at liberty to change 
the name of the estate if they think proper. They may call 
their house ‘ Ashford House,’ or ‘ Ashford Hall,’ or ‘ Ashford 
Castle’ if they please, or they may call it ‘Old Ashford 
Lodge’ or ‘The Original Ashford Lodge’ if they like, but to 
say that they have a right to use that name to the exclusion of 

other of her Majesty’s subjects is, as I said before, admitted 
to be quite novel. No authority has been produced for it, and 
I can see no good reason for the allegation that such a right 
has so existed from time immemorial, and is part of the 

or common law of the land.” 

(5) The facts to be alleged and proved in an action for slander 
of title are as follow :— 

(1) That the statement complained of was false ——‘ Slander of 
title,” said Mavtz, J., in Pater v. Baker (1847, 368), ‘“ ordinarily 
means a statement of something tending to cut down the extent 
of title, which is injurious only if it is false. It is essential to 
give a cause of action that the statement should be false,’’ and 
falsehood must be alleged as well as proved—a decision to the 
contrary in Rowe v. Roach (1813, 1 M. & 8. 304) being no longer 
good law. 

Iustrations.—1. A. prints and publishes a statement that oil 
sold by B. is inferior to that sold by A. B. sues A. The 
declaration alleges generally that the whole libel complained of 
is untrue, but does not specifically aver the falsehood of the dis- 

ing statement. The action is not maintainable (Young 
v. Macrae, 1862, 3 B. & §. 264.) 2. A. prints and publishes a 
statement that chemical manure sold by B. is of an inferior 
quality. B. brings an action against A., and expressly alleges 
the hood of the statement about his manures. The action 
lies (Western Counties Manure Co. v. Lawes Chemical Manure 
Co., 1874, L. R. 9 Ex. 218.)* 

(2) That the statement complained of was made maliciously. The 
best definition that, for the present purpose, can be given of 
malice is absence of good faith. 

Illustrations.—1. A. sued B. for slander of title under the fol- 
lowing circumstances :—A. was seised of certain lands which he 
was about to sell to C. B., whose wife was heir-at-law to A. in 
the event of A. dying without issue, wrote a letter to C. convey- 
ing the imputation that A. was insane. In consequence of that 
letter C. withdrew from the negotiations for the sale of the 
lands. It was held by the Court of King’s Bench that B. was 
not a mere stranger, but had an interest in preventing any im- 
ad conveyance of the lands, and that if he acted bond fide 

© was justified, however erroneous his judgment might have 
been. ‘‘ Whether his belief,” said Lord Ertznzoroven, C.J., 
“be such as a man of sound sense and knowledge of business 
would have formed is not the question but the jury 
must arrive at their conclusion in this case through the medium 
of malice or no malice in the defendant.’’ It is obvious that this 
doctrine might be carried too far. Even in actions for slander of 
title the personal equation of a defendant must be tested by 


* 7 }¥. Macrae and Western Counties Manure Co. v. Lawes Chemical ‘Manure Co. are 
possibly ishable on another ground. In the former case the defendant merely 
compared the s go2ds with hisown. In the latter the defendants made a specific 
statement to t of the plaintiffs’ goods. 














some kind of external standard; but this case is important as 
establishing one of the chief indicia of good faith in actions for 
slander of title—viz., that the defendant bond fide believed that 
he was acting in protection of some interest of his own (Pitt v. 
Donovan, 1813, i M. & 8. 639). 2. In other cases, which it is 
unnecessary to examine, as they are governed by the same 
principle, the bond fide assertion by a defendant of some title in 
himself has been held to negative malice (Wren v. Wield, 1869, 
L. R. 4 Q. B. 730; Steward v. Young, 1870, L. R. 5 C. P. 122). 
3. A., a surveyor of highways appointed under 7 & 8 Vict. c. 84, 
attended a public auction and said, with reference to certain un- 
finished houses, in the presence of intending purchasers, that he 
would prevent these houses from being finished till the adjoining 
roads were repaired. The statement was made by A. on an 
erroneous view of his statutory powers, but he had nothing to 
gain by preventing the sale, and was merely acting in supposed 
discharge of a public duty. The statute in question was ex- 
ceedingly complicated, and it had been found necessary to pass 
an amending Act in order to explain its provisions. It was held 
that an action for slander of title was not maintainable against 
A. under the circumstances (Pater v. Baker, 1847, 3 C. B. 831). 

(3) That the statement was productive of, and not merely followed 
by (Dicks v. Brooks, 1880, 15 Ch. D. 22, and Day v. Brownrigg, 
ubi. sup.), special damage. 

In Thorley’s Cattle Food Co. v. Massam (1880, 14 Ch. D., at pp. 
773-4) it was said by Matrs, V.C., that if a statement was 
directly calculated to injure the plaintiff an action would lie. 
But in that case special damage was both alleged and ger tem 
and the authorities examined in the previous paper clearly shew 
that such allegation and proof are necessary. 

The only remaining point that deserves notice is that, by the 
Slander of Women Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 51), ‘‘ words 
spoken and published after [15th August, 1891] which impute 
unchastity or adultery to any woman or girl” do “‘ not require 
special damage to render them actionable,” but the plaintiff is 
not entitled to recover more costs than damages “unless the 
judge shall certify that there was reasonable ground for 
bringing the action.” 





REVIEWS. 
CIVIL SALVAGE. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF CrIviL SALVAGE. 
KENNEDY, M.A., Q.C. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The volume before us is a learned and scholarly exposition of an 
important branch of maritime law. As is sufficiently indicated by 
its title, the present treatise takes cognizance of one kind of salvage 
only, namely, civil salvage, and does not concern itself with military 
salvage, which may be defined to be a service giving rise to a claim 
for reward determinable in a prize court. Moreover, matters which 
are purely of practice or official procedure, or which relate only to 
the inferior court in salvage, are not within the scope of Mr. 
Kennedy’s work, which does not travel outside the law of civil salvage 
as administered in the superior courts of this country. The contents 
of the present volume are logically divided into nine chapters, each 
of which deals with a distinct branch of the subject under considera- 
tion in an exhaustive manner. We would, however, select for special 
commendation chapter [X., which treats of ‘‘ Agreements relating to 
Salvage,” and forms a learned and scientific dissertation on the law 
governing this particular subject. It is to be noticed, as a special 
feature of the present work, that the author has, in very 
many instances, besides giving his own statements of the 
law, together with the authorities in support thereof, quoted largely 
from those judgments which seem to establish any important point of 
law, or of iegal principle affecting the subject under discussion, and 
has, moreover, extracted from the reports and set out so much of the 
facts of each of the principal cases cited as is material «the point 
with reference to which the citation is made. Considering that some 
500 cases are referred to in the present volume, it is evident that Mr. 
Kennedy, in working upon these lines, has spared himself no trouble 
in order to lighten the labours of those who consult the pages of his 
treatise for advice and information on the various matters therein set 
forth. As examples of Mr. Kennedy’s method of treatment of his 
subject, and of his power of lucid exposition, we may refer our 

ers to pp. 87 et seq. of his work, where the circumstances under 
which salvage may be earned by a tug under a contract of towage 
are examined and explained, and to pp. 201 et seg., where Dr. Lush- 
ington’s judgment in The Henry 5 Jur. 183) is considered, and 
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compared with recent decisions. In the Table of Cases reference is 
made to all the reports; while, in the body of the book, the date of 
every case mentioned is given. A good index, containing an unusual 
variety of titles, completes a work u which we venture to predict 
that a most favourable judgment will be passed by the profession. 





CARRIAGE OF GOODS BY SEA. _ * 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW RELATING TO THE CARRIAGE OF GOODS BY 
Sza. By THomas GILBERT CARVER, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
SzconD Epirion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


During the comparatively short interval that has elapsed since the 
publication of the first edition, the present work has become a recog- 
nized authority on the branch of law with which it deals, and its merits 
have been widely admitted by the profession. The present edition, while 
preserving all the special features of the original edition, incorporates 
a large number of important cases which have been decided during 
the last six years. Moreover, there are now included for the first time 
several interesting cases determined by the Scotch Court of Session, 
which the author has been at pains to collect. The text of the 
chapter on ‘“‘Demurrage’’ has been somewhat modified and partially 
rewritten, so as to make it harmonize with recent decisions. In this 
chapter the important case of Budgett v. Binnington (39 W. R. 131; 
1891, 1 Q. B. 35), where it was held that consignees of cargo who, 
by reason of a strike, are prevented from discharging within the time 
prescribed by the bill of lading, are, nevertheless, liable for demur- 
rage, is discussed. It is not, however, possible for the author, having 
regard to the date when the volume before us was published, 
to notice the still more recent case of Hick v. Rodocanachi (W. N., 
1891, 156) in which, under similar circumstances, consignees were 
relieved from liability because no special time for unloading was 
mentioned in the bill of lading. The chapter on ‘‘ General Average ” 
has also, we observe, undergone some revision, and in it will be 
found an able criticism of Sir James Hannen’s remarkable judgment 
in The Carron Park (15 P. D. 203), which the author ventures to 
impugn. The table of cases, which now covers over fifty pages, and 
comprises upwards of a thousand cases, might, we think, be improved 
by giving the dates when the cases cited were decided, in accordance 
with a practice which is gradually being adopted, and which we hope 
will soon be universal amongst authors of legal text-books. The index, 
though oe not quite so full as it ought to be, having regard to 
the scope and importance of the work, contains over two hundred 
titles, and occupies about thirty pages. Notwithstanding the inevit- 
able addition of. much new matter in the volume before us, there is no 
material addition to the bulk of the work. 





MARINE INSURANCE. 


Tue ConTRACT OF MARINE INSURANCE. Second Edition. By 
CHARLES McArRTHUR. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


A second edition of this work has been rendered necessary by 
various causes, and, notably, by the appearance of additional rules 
for the guidance of average adjusters, by the framing of new, and the 
modification of old, clauses for insertion in policies, and by the 
revision of the York-Antwerp Rules, which are intended to serve as 
a basis for a uniform system of general average for all maritime 
countries. Moreover, numerous and important decisions on the law 
of marine insurance have, during the interval of five years that has 
elapsed since the publication cf the first edition, been given by the 
courts, dealing with questions the solution of which was anxiously 
awaited by the mercantile community. It is satisfactory to find that 
the present edition of Mr. McArthur’s work has had. great pai 
bestowed upon it, with the result that it is now better ell pase 
altogether more trustworthy as an authority upon the subject of 
which it treats than was the original edition. Still, it 
appears to us that, though the present treatise is undoubtedly 
intended for the profession, to whom it cannot fail to be 
serviceable, it is more likely to be appreciated by, and to find favour 
with the mercantile community, to whom it may be confidently 
recommended as a work clearly written and containing much valuable 
information on the subject to which it is devoted. e are glad to 
notice that the disquisition on the derivation of the word “ average,” 


often content to refer the reader to one report only, and that not the 
Law Reports, a practice which diminishes the value of the book to the 


profession, as the table of cases merely gives their names, and not the 
reports. On the other hand, it is only fair to mention that the 
date of each decision seems to have been appended to the name of 


every case cited. The index of twenty-three pages will, we think 
be found sufficient for all practical purposes. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
DISTRICT PROBATE REGISTRIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I think solicitors lose a good deal of the work that is done 
personally by executors, &c., in these registries, which they (the 
solicitors) would otherwise get were it not for the encouragement 
which the officials afford to parties to go direct to the registry for 
their ye 

If the fees charged at the registry were simply the out of pocket 
fees and stamps, the officials would be en ad by ing and 
settling pepers, and getting the parties sworn, instead of having the 
documents brought in by the solicitor all complete. 

That the officials do make charges is, I think, reasonably clear. I 
have a case now, where the executors proved in person, and I tested 
the sum they paid at the registry with the regulation fee for stamp, 
court fee, search certificate of registrar, and receipt, &c., on the 
amount of the grant, and found the difference was about the profit a 
solicitor should have got for obtaining the grant. 

Auctioneers and agents take the parties direct to the registries 


constantly. What does this mean ? 

I wonder if the judge of the Probate Court knows or would approve 
of the practice. 

November 16. A WEEKLY READER. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
ORDER OF CouRT. 


Wednesday, the 18th day of November, 1891. 

Whereas, Mr. Justice North and Mr. Justice Stirling have re- 
spectively requested Mr. Justice Chitty to hear and dispose of short 
causes and petitions in causes and matters assigned to them re- 
spectively which will be in the paper for hearing on Saturday, the 21st 
November, 1891; and whereas Mr. Justice North has requested Mr. 
Justice Kekewich to hear and dispose of summonses in chambers in 
causes and matters assigned to him, which will be in the paper on 
Monday, the 23rd November, 1891; and whereas Mr. Justice Stirling 
has requested Mr. Justice Romer to hear and dispose of summonses 
in chambers in causes and matters assigned to him, which will be in 
the paper on Monday, the 23rd November, 1891; Now I, the Right 
Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor 
of Great Britain, do hereby concur in such requests and also in any 
further requests which may be made under section 6 of the Supreme 
Court ~ J oa gpens Act, = by as said Mr. J — Sittings, 
Justice Stirling, respectively, during the t Mi ittings, 
and do hereby order accordingly. ‘nd Pe gpen tn is to bedrawn up 
by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Divi- 
sion of the High Court of Justice. Haxspury, C. 

SPECIAL’ NOTICE. 

As to arrangements for disposal of of business of Mr. Justice 
North and Mr. Justice Stirling over November 23. 
Arrangements have been made for the di of parts of the busi 
ness of Mr. Justice North and Mr Justice Stirling-until over Monday 
next, November 23, as follows :— 
1. On Friday Mr. Justice Romer will take motions for Mr. Justice 
North and Mr. Justice Stirling. 
2. On Saturday Mr. Justice Chitty will, in addition to his own list, 
take petitions and short causes for Mr. Justice North and Mr. 
Justice Stirling, but of opposed petitions only such as are urgent will 


which, in the first edition, was given in the text of the work, has, in he kanal 


the present edition, been wisely relegated to appendix IV., which is 
clearly its proper place. Aguin, the reader’s attention is now 
pointedly directed to the fact that ‘‘ Lloyd’s Policy” has twice been 
inscribed upon the statute book, though, owing to the operation of 
the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 12, s. 
48), it no longer remains there. In the first edition the author had, 
we believe, omitted to mention this, no doubt through inadvertence 
on his part. The chapter on “‘ Mutual Insurance Contracts” which 
the author has added is a welcome addition to his treatise. Most, if 
not all, the recent cases on the subject of marine insurance appear to 


3. On Monday Mr. Justice Romer will sit in chambers for Mr. 
Justice Stirling, taking his list of summonses. 

And Mr. Justice Kekewich will, in addition to his own list of sum- 
monses, take such of Mr. Justice North’s summonses as the chief 
— of that judge select as urgent, and place in the paper accord- 
ingly. 





The present sittings of the Law Courts at the Guildhall will conclude on 
Wednesday next, and there will be no further actions tried there until the 





be ineluded in the velume befere us. In eiting them, the author is too 








Hilary Sittings in January. 
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OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
BINGLEY TOWNSHIP LOCAL BOARD—No. 1, 19th 
November. 
Practrice—New Triat—ArriicaTion FOR—VERDICT AGAINST THE WEIGHT 
or EvIpENce. 


CASES 


FERRAND vr. 


Action of trespass in removing certain gates and bars on the plaintiff's 
land. The defence was that there was a public right of way over the place 
in question. At the trial, before Mr. Justice Day and a special jury at 
Leeds, the jury found for the defendants, that there was a public right of 
way. The plaintiff moved for a new trial, on the ground that the verdict 
was against the weight of the evidence. 

Tue Cover (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorszs and Kay, L.JJ.) granted a 
new trial. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that it was necessary to re-state the rule as to 

ting new trials upon the ground that the verdict was against the 
weight of the evidence, which had been laid down in this court and 
recognized in the House of Lords. There was, first of all, the question 
whether there was any evidence to go to the jury, and upon that point 
they had laid down the rule that, if the evidence was such that no twelve 
reasonable men, acting carefully, could rationally find a verdict for the 
party upon whom the burden of proof lay, then there was no evidence to 
go to the jury. The old doctrine as to there being a scintilla of evidence 
was gone. If, then, there was some evidence to go to the jury, the 
question arose whether the court would interfere with the verdict upon the 
ground that it was against the weight of the evidence. This court had 
laid down the rule upon that point, and had said that it was nearly as 
strong as the ruk v¢ first point. But that rule, if pressed too far, 
would become the same as the rule on the first point. If it were so 
pressed, then the court could never grant a new trial on the ground that 
the verdict was against the weight of the evidence. This court had never 
said so, though i said that it would not interfere unless for the 
strongest reasons possil court would not interfere merely upon the 
ground that the case upon one side was stronger than that upon the other. 
But the court bad n id that it would never interfere. They must now 
see whether the difik 
great that the jury must hav 
present case the evidence so predomir 
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in the way of the defendants’ case were not so | 


in favour of the plaintiff that | 


was not liable for an injury caused to his servant through the negligence 
of a fellow-servant. That was one of the risks of employment. But then 
it was said that the defendants were liable under section 5 of the Act of 
1876 because the vessel was unseaworthy. Seaworthiness was a perfectly 
well-known term. It meant, as had been said by Parke, B., in Dizon v. 
Sadler (5 M. & W. 414), that a vessel was in a fit state, as regarded repairs, 
equipment, and crew, to encounter the or(inary perils of the voyage. 
Even if the special object of the Act were lc . dat and it were agreed 
that seaworthiness meant safety for the crew, yet it must be as regarded 
the condition of the ship. In the present case the ship was a perfect 
machine. Her equipment was complete, and if the captain had only 
directed the rails, which were ready to be fixed, to be shipped in the 
proper way, the accident could not have happened. It was impossible to 
say that the neglect of the captain to use the equipment provided made 
the ship unseaworthy. The ship was perfectly seaworthy, and it was only 
the captain’s negligence which had brought about the accident. 

Lopgs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgi, Finlay, Q.C., Dodd, Q.C., 
and Arthur Lennard; Tindal Atkinson, Q.C., and Raikes. Souicrrons, 
Pinkney §& Bolam, Sunderland ; J. Storey, Sunderland. 

[Reported by A. P. Pencevat Kzer, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BAUMVOLL MANUFAOTUR VON SCHEIBLER v. GILCHREST AND 
FURNESS—No. 1, 14th November. 


Sure — Cuarter-rarty — Brut or Lapine — Liasiiity or 
CHARTERED Suir ror acts or Caprarn. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Charles, J., reported 1891, 2 
Q. B. 310. Onthe 13th of October, 1888, the defendant Furness pur- 
chased a steamship, which on the same day he agreed to sell to Gilchrest, 
as agent for a proposed new company, for a sum of £13,500, of which 
£500 was to be paid in cash and the balance on the transfer of the ship 
after the expiration of a charter-party of even date, by which Furness 
chartered her to Gilchrest for a period of four months. The charter-party 
provided that C. Furness agreed to let the ship for ‘‘four calendar 
months from the day of October, she being then placed at the disposal 
of the charterers under English flag in London, to be employed 
in such lawful trades . . . as charterers or their agents shall 
direct, on the foliowing conditious : —Tbat the charterers shall provide and 
pay for all the provisions and wages of the captain, officers, engineers, 
firemen, and crew, owner shall pay for insurance on the vessel, also main- 
tain her in a thoroughly efficient state in hull and machinery for the 
service ; that the charterers shall provide and pay for all the coals, fuel, 


OWNER OF 


| port charges, pilotages. agencies, commissions, and all other charges what- 


? ‘ 
be granted in a case where the evidence strongly | 
side. for if it did so lay down it would be tanta- | 


other hand, | 


, 2.C., and Whitaker 


soever, except those before stated ; that the charterers shall pay for the 
use and hire of the said vessel at the rate of £750 per calendar month 
commencing on the 19th day of October, or as soon after as steamer is 
transf+rred to Mr. Furness and delivered to charterers, but not later than 
the 23rd of October, 1888, at and after the same rates for any part of a 
month’s hire to continue from the time specified for terminating the 
charter until her delivery to owners (unless lost) at a port in the United 
Kingdom. Payment to be made in cash in advance monthly, and in 
default of such payment as herein specified the owners shall have the 
faculty of withdrawing the said steamer from the service of the charterers 
without prejudice to any claim they, the owners, may have on the 
charterers in pursuance of this charter; that the cargo or cargoes shall be 
laden or discharged in any dock or at any wharf or place that the charterers 


| may direct where she can always safely lie afloat, that the whole reach, 





| burthen, and 


‘sage accommodation of the ship (not being more than she 
can reasonably stow and carry) hall be at the charterers’ disposal, 
reserving only proper and sufficient space for ship’s officers, crew, 
tackle, apparel, furniture, provisions, and stores; that the captain 
shall prosecute his voyage with the utmost despatch, and shall render 
all customary assistance with ship’s crew and boats; that the captain 
shall be under the orders and directions of the charterers as re- 
gards employment, agency, or other arrangements, and the char- 
terers hereby agree to indemnify the owners from all consequences or 
liabilities that may arise from the captain signing bills of lading or in 
otherwise complying with the same. Owner has option of appointing 
chief engineer, to be paid by the charterers. That if the charterers shall 
have reason to be dissatisfied with the conduct of the engineer, the owners 
shall, upon receiving particulars of the complaint, investigate the same, 
and, if necessary, make a change in the appointment when steamer in 
England. That the master shall be furnished from time to time with all 
requisite instructions and sailing directions, and shall keep a full and 
correct log of the voyage or voyages, which are to be patent to charterers 
or their agents, That in the event of loss of time from deficiency of men 
or stores, breakdown of machinery, or damage preventing the working of 
the vessel for more than twenty-four working hours, the payment of hire 
shall cease until she may begin again in an efficient state to resume her 
service, but should the vessel be driven into port of anchorage by stress 
of weather or from any accident to cargo, vod dMention or loss of time 
shall be at charterers’ risk and expense. That rhould the vessel be lost any 
freight paid in advance and not carned (reckoning from the date of the 
lemme) shall be returned to charterers. ‘The act of God, Queen's enemies, 
fire, restraint of princes, rulers, and people, and all other damages and 
accAdents f the seas, rivers, and navigation throughout this charter-party 
always excepted, That the chartercrs undertake at the expiration of the 
charter to = the wid vessel for the mum of £15,500, per contract 
| dated October 14, 1488 That the owners shall have a lien upon all cargoes 
and all eub-freights for freight or charter-money due under this charter, 
and charterers to have « lien on the ship forall moneys paid in advance and 
mi carne, All derclicts tor benefit of charterers dt owners mutually. 
| Venalty for nom-performanice of ’ thin’ chatter, (£2,000 ua* Uijutdathd 
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damages.”” On the 30th of October Furness was registered as i 

owner under 39 & 40 Vict. c. 80. The vessel was sent to New Orleans by 
Gilchrest, and in December the plaintiffs shipped certain cotton on board 
her under bills of lading which were signed by the captain. The bills of 
lading did not refer to the charter-party, nor did the plaintiffs know of its 
existence. The cotton having during the currency of the charter- party 
been lost at sea (as was alleged) in consequence of perils not excepted by 
the bills of lading, the present action was brought inst Kurness for the 
loss. Charles, J., held that the plaintiffs, in the absence of notice to the 
contrary, were entitled to assume that the captain had authority from 
Furness to sign the bills of lading on his behalf, and that Furness was 
therefore responsible for the safe carriage of the goods, and he gave judg- 
ment for the plaintiffs accordingly. Furness appealed. 


Tue Court (Lord Esurr, M.R., and Lorrs and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal and entered judgment for him. 


Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the question was as to the relationship 
which existed between Furness and Gilchrest. That had to be gathered 
from the documents. In his opinion during the four months of the 
charter Furness was the owner, and Gilchrest the charterer of the vessel. 
Then the charter-party had to be construed. Like all such mercantile 
documents it was strangely ungrammatical aud inaccurate, and contained 
many stipulations which were inconsistent. But it must be looked at as a 
whole in order to arrive at the intention of the parties. Looking at it as a 
whole it seemed obvious that the charter-party gave absolute possession 
and control of the ship to Gilchrest during the four months. Furness by 
it divested himself of the control of the vessel altogether; the captain and 
crew were to be Gilchrest’s, and he would have to do such repairs to 
the ship as might become necessary. At the end of the four months 
Furness would be the unpaid vendor of the ship, and in order to protect 
the only security for the purchase-money he might insure the ship and 
appoint the engineer; but he had neither the control nor the possession of 
the ship. He had by the charter-party given it over absolutely to 
Gilchrest. The plaintiffs’ claim against Furness was twofold. They said, 
first, that he was liable because the captain was his servant and had signed 
the bills of lading, secondly, they said that Furness was liable for the 
captain’s negligence by which the cotton was lost. The first question, there- 
fore, was, whether or not the captain was Furness’s servant. The captain 
signed the bills of lading as agent of somebody, no doubt. If the captain 
were Furness’s captain, he had the right by mercantile law to sign bills of 
lading and to bind the shipowner, and the plaintiffs would have the right 
without notice of the charter-party to look to Furness as responsible. 
But this did not apply if the captain was the captain, not of the owner, 
but of the charterer. In this case the charterer alone could appoint or 
dismiss the captain, the charterer alone would have to pay him. The 
question whether the captain was the servant of the owner or the charterer 
had always depended on whether the control and possession of the ship 
had been parted with by the charter-party. That was the case here, and 
therefore the captain was the servant of the charterer, and not of the 
owner. The owner, therefore, was not made liable by his signature of the 
bills of lading. Still less was he responsible for any acts of negligence by 
the captain. But then it was said that he was responsible because he was 
registered as managing owner. How could that be? Bowen, L.J., in 
Fraser v. Cuthbertson (6 Q. Ty. D. 93), had said that the Act under which 
such registration took place created no new functions or capacities. How, 
then, could it make Furness responsible to the plaintiffs? It could not 
create any contractual relations between them. Therefore Furness was 
not liable to the plaintiffs whichever way their case was framed, and 
judgment must be entered for him. 

Lores and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.— Counsr., Barnes, Q.C., Joseph 
Walton, and Synnott ; Sir W. Phillimore, Q. C., and Dr. Stubbs. Soutcrrons, 
Crump § Sons ; Stokes, Saunders, § Stokes, 

[Reported by A. P. Pencrvat Keer, Barrister-at-Law. 


DAVIS v. BILLING—No. 1, 16th November. 


Practicse—Pieapine~— Line.—Derence—DentaL or Laanturry ANp Pay- 
MENT INTO Covrr—R. 8. C., XXII, 1. 

This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Day and 
Grantham, JJ.) refusing to strike out the defence as embarrassing. The 
action was brought for libel, and in paragraph 2 of the statement of claim 
the words complained of were thus set out :—‘* The defendants falsely and 
maliciously printed and published of the plaintiff the words following 
that is to say, ‘Still the money’ (meaning thereby moneys received by the 
dlaintiff as subscriptions from divers persons for the benefit of a Mrs, 
loran) ‘ was not forthcoming, and in May last—nearly twelve months 
after the subscription was started ’—(meaning thereby a subscription list 
opened for the benefit of the suid Mrs. Moran by the plaintiff in his news- 
paper) ‘the patience of the sub-committee became exhausted, and they 
consulted the association’s solicitor, with the result that the money was at 
last. paid to Mrs. Moran’ (meaning thereby the moneys coliected by the 
plaintiff as aforesaid).’’ Tho plaintiff alleged that this paragraph imputed 
to him an attempt to embezzlo the money. ‘The defendants, by their de- 
fence, admitted the printing and aero but doniod the meaning im- 
puted to the words by the plaintiff. As to so much of the paragraph as 
alleged that the payment to Mrs, Moran was brought about by the solicitor 
of the association, they admitted that tho words were inaceurate, and 
paid 40a, into court in respect of them, with an apology, As to the 
residue, they auld that the words were true in substance and in fret, 
The plaintif? applied to trike out thie defence as embarrassing, and also 
as contrary to ord. 22, r. 1, but his application wae refused by the Divi- 
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actions for libel were expressly excepted from the rule allowing payment 
into court with a defence denying liability. 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) allowed the appeal and 
reversed the decision of the Divisional Court. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that it was quite plain that this was one libel 
which could not be divided. If the statement contained two separate and 
distinct libels the case would be quite different, and the defendants might 
justify one and apologize for the other. But here was one indivisible 
consecutive statement, and what the defendants really meant by their 
defence was to say that that statement had two aspects, both of them 
possibly libellous, but one more virulent than the other. If that was so, 
their proper course would have been to plead that the words were not 
capable of bearing the meaning put upon them by the plaintiff—that they 
did not impute embezzlement to him, but that since they did impute 
unreasonableness and obstinacy, and that might also be libellous—they 
paid into court in respect of that meaning of the words. That was the 
only way in which they could guard themselves against infringing ord. 22, 
r. 1. As it was, they had tried to divide a libel which was indivisible, and 
their defence must either be amended or struck out. 

Fry, L.J., concurred. The defence was clearly contrary to ord. 22, 
r. 1, and it was also, in his opinion, calculated to embarrass the fair trial 
of the action.—CounsgL, Jelf, Q.C., and R. W. Turner; R. O. B. Lane, 
Q.C., and H. Tindal Atkinson. So.icrrors, J. T. Jennings ; Robins, Billing, 

Co. 

‘ {Reported by A. P. Percevat Keer, Barrister-at-Law.} 


WILLIAM RADAM’S MICROBE KILLER CO. (LIM.) r. LEATHER— 
No. 1, 18th November. 


Practice—New Triat—App.ication ror—Weruirt or Inqurry ror ASSEsS- 
MENT OF Damaces—JupricatureE Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vier. c. 44), s. 1. 
In an action to recover damages judgment was signed in default of 
appearance of the defendant, and a writ of inquiry for assessment of 
damages before the Under-Sheriff of Middlesex and a jury was issued. 
The jury assessed the damages at one farthing. The plaintiff moved for 
a new writ of inquiry for assessment of damages, upon the ground that 
the damages awarded were inadequate. A preliminary objection was taken 
on behalf of the defendant that the motion ought to have been made in 
the Queen’s Bench Division, upon the ground that section 1 of the Judica- 
ture Act, 1890, only applied where the trial had taken place before a judge 
of the High Court anda jury. Pritchard v. Pritchard (14 Q. B. D. 55) was 
referred to. 
Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorss and Kay, L.JJ.) overruled 
the objection, holding that the motion was rightly made in the Court of 
Appeal under section 1 of the Judicature Act, 1890, as the cause, which 
was tried before the under-sheriff and a jury, was a cause in the High 
Court.—Counse., C. G. Maclaren; J. E. Palmer. Soxrscrrors, Minchin ¢ 
Co.; T. Durant. 
| Reported by W. F. Basny, Barrister-at-Law.) 


PIRIE v. GOODALL—No. 2, 17th November. 
Trapg-Maxrk—Reerstration—* Branp*’—Parents, &c., Act, 1883, s. 64. 


The question raised by this appeal was whether the combination of three 
words—viz., ** Pirie’s Parchment Bank *’—was ca le of being registered 
as a trade-mark in respect of paper under the Patents Act, ISSS. The 
plaintiffs, who were the firm of A. Pirie & Sons, had used these words as a 
water-mark on their paper, and also printed them on the wrappers of their 
packets ; and on the Ith of March, 1885, they had obtained registration 
of these three words as a trade-mark in respect of paper. On the 9th of 
April, 1889, the plaintiffs had added a disclaimer of “ any right to the ex- 
clusive use of either the word * Parchment” or the word ‘ Bank * appearing 
in connection with this mark.’’ In_an actien for an Injunction to restrain 
an alleged infringement of the plaintiffs’ trade-mark, the defendants ap- 
plied to have the register rectified by expunging therefrom the plaintiffs’ 
mark, on the ground that the mark so registered was not a distinctive 
device, mark, brand, heading, label, ticket, or fancy word or words not im 
common use, and was therefore not capable of registration as a trade-mark 
under section G4 of the Patents Act, 1883, which provides: “* (I) For the 
purposes of this Act, a trade-mark must consist of or contain at least one 
of the following essential particulars © (iefer afta) >—** (®) A written signa- 
ture or copy of a written signature of the. individual or firm applying for 
registration thereof as a trade-mark; or (¢) a distinctive device, mark, 
brand, heading, label, ticket, or fancy word or wands net in common ux. 

(2) There may be added to any one or more of these particulars any letters, 

words, or figures, or combination of letters, words, oar figures, or of any of 
them. (3) Provided that any special and distinctive word or words, 
letter, figure, or combination of letters or figures, ar of letters and figures, 

used as a trade-mark before the [Sth day of August, IST), may de regis- 

tered as a trade-mark under this part af this Act.” Vaughan Williams, 
J., decided that the plaintiffs’ mark should be expunged from the register. 

The plaintiffs’ appealed, ; 

Tux Counr (Lanpury, Bowen, and Pax, L.JJ.), without calling om the 

respondents’ counsel, dismissed the appeal, 

Lanniry, Lid., said that, assuming that the plahatiffs’ disclaimer, on its 

true construction, meant that the plaints did not clad the exclusive ware 

of either the word * Parehment”’ or the word * Rank” separately, and 

that the disclaimer would allow the plaintiffs to olka a night & the 

exclusive use af those two wonds in combination, then the question was 

whether the mark was one capable of registration uader section 64 of the 


Act of 1883. ‘The main contention on Dehalf af the was Daal De 
mark ‘* Dirie's Parchment Rank ** was a distinctive ** = MIME The 





sional Court, He pene, contending that the defendants could not 
split up the libel—apologine for part, and justify the reat, By ord, 22, x, 1, 


partioular apecies of goods Dypressed with that watermark: aad Dat, 
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although the mark consisted only of a combination of words, which were 
not fancy words, and not words not in common use; and although the 
mark was not burnt into the goods, but impressed by way of water-mark 
on them, yet it was capable of istration as a ‘‘ brand ’’ under the words 
of section 64. His lordship thought that the word ‘‘ mark’’ would have 
included “‘ brand,”’ and he did not know what doubt existed leading to the 
introduction in the Act of 1883 of the word “‘ brand,’’ which was not in 
the Act of 1875. But the introduction of the word could not have had the 
effect of giving section 64 an entirely different construction from that 
which had been given to the corresponding section in the prior Act. The 
whole of the section must be looked at. Omitting the word ‘‘ brand,”’ the 
section had, in the cases of In re Leonard & Ellis’ Trade-Mark (26 Ch. D. 
288) and Great Tower Tea Co. (6 Pat. Rep. 170), been construed in this 
way, which was obviously the right way—a trade-mark must consist of 
a distinctive device, mark, heading, &c., but, if you use words, the 
words must be fancy words not in common use. This was made 
still plainer by sub-sections (2) and (3), which shewed that, when you 
were dealing with words, you might register two things—-viz., either 
a “fancy word or fancy words not in common use,’’ or “‘ any special 
or distimctive word or words used as a trade-mark before the 13th of 
August, 1875,”’ and the only other way in which words could be used was 
by way of addition to the iculars mentioned in sub-section (1). It 
would be utterly ridiculous to say that ‘‘ a distinctive device, mark, head- 
ing, &c.,’’ could not consist of words in common use, and yet that a 
“*brand ’? might consist of such words. For this purpose there was no 
possible distinction between a ‘‘ brand” and a ‘‘ device,’’ &c. 

Bowsgn and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Cotnset, Moulton, Q.C., and Willis 
Bund ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and E. 8. Ford. Soxtcrrors, Paddison, Son, ¢ 
Fullilove ; Robbins, Billing, & Co. 

[Reported by M. J. Biaxz, Barrister-at-Law. } 


NUTTALL cr. HARGREAVES—No. 2, 11th and 12th November. 


Parest—Acrion ror InrrincEMENT—DIscoNroRMITY BETWEEN PROVISIONAL 
asp Comprizre Specirications— Patents, Destcns, anp Trape-Marxs 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), s. 5, stn-section 3; s. 26, stB-sEcTION 3 
This was an appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of Kekewich, J., 

dismissing his action. The plaintiff was the patentee of an invention for 

an improved method of tapping barrels containing beer, &c., and com- 
menced this action for infringement of his patent by the defendants. Tbe 
plaintiff's witnesses were not able to point to any feature of novelty dis- 





tinguishing the alleged invention from previous taps, except the introduc- | 


tion of a wire- strainer to prevent hops or impurities from passing 
through the tap: and this strainer was not mentioned in the provisional 


specification. Kekewich, J., dismissed the action, on the ground that the | 


plaintiff's alleged invention was neither subject-matter nor novel. The 


Tue Cover (Lrxpiex, Bowen, and Fev, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Exsvizy, LJ., said that when the plaintiff applied for a provisional 
i ion describing, according to section 5, sub-section 3, of the 
Patents, &c., Act, 1883, ‘‘ the nature of the invention,”’ he was ignorant 
of what his predecessors had done, and did not mention the strainer, which 
was the essential part of his invention. Before the Act of 1883 the real 
nature of his invention had to be described by a patentee in his provisional 
speci iom (see Newall v. Ellict!, 4C. B. N.S. 269); and section 26, sub- 
section 3, of the Act—which preserved this as a ground upon which an 
action for infringement might be defended, and a ground upon which a 
patent might be revoked —shewed that there was no change in the law on this 
= This view of the law was in accordance with the judgment of 
¥, C., in Vickers v. Siddall (39 W. BR. 285, 15 App. Cas. 496), 
and consistent with the view of the other lords in that case, as well as that 
of the Court of — 39 Ch. D. 92, 37 W. R. Dig. 133): though that 
case was not decided upon that pomt. Even assuming here, in the 
inventor's favour, that his complete specification was sufficient, his patent 
was invalid because he had not described thir strainer in the provisional 


Bows, LJ., comeurred he provisional specification did not describe 
the invention, and there was nothing in the Act to alter the effect of this. 
This point was left open in Vickers v. Siddrll ; but this decision was in con- 
formity with the judgment of Lord Halebury, © 

Par, LJ., concurred. —Cocwsert, Moultm, @.C., and H. Robinwn; 

, QC. and J. ©. Grahame. Sorscitons, Tatham & Louwada ; Tre- 
mtlicn & Kirkman, for A. M. Blair, Manchester 
(Reporte! by H. Mo Cuanrees Macenrxaos, Barrister-at-Law. 


GOODDEN -. GOODDEN—No. 2, sth November. 


Drvouce—Puscrus—Aiimosy—Jemeat Seranation—Heevasy’s Serr 
Fomesnctirs—Maruinomia, Caceres Act, 1457, . 17, 22. 

The question upon this appeal was as to the jurisdiction of the Divorce 
Court to grant permanent alimony to the wife after 2 dectee for judicial 
on murat, A the cruelty of the wife. The husband in this 
Cant had inetitute’ 2 wuit, and obtained 2 decree, for judicial wparation on 
accra, A the wile’s crucity. An agrectmment had been come Ww after the 
decree by which the busbend agresi to allow the wile £2 4 week by way 
A wi , the agreement txing, expressly, without prejudice to any right 
A tee t to any time apply t the court for an increase of the allow- 


auc. The husband mitneguently became entitled to 2 «mwiderable estate, 
anh the Wile then presented 2 petition for an increased allowance by way 
A permanent. sawn 
the wihe’s 
hats tats 

A jitial eyarstion, x4 


om for alisneny Germniseei, om the ground that the court 





The husband then took cat 4 summons to have | 


dismissed the wife’s ition. Jeune, J., however, rescinded this order, 
and directed the question of allowance to be referred back to the registrar. 
The husband appealed, and contended that alimony could only be given 
in a case of judicial separation under section 17 of 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, 
which was applicable only when the suit for judicial separation was insti- 
tuted by the wife. 

The following written judgment of the Courr (Linpizy, Bowsn, and 
Kay, L.JJ.) was read by 

Kay, L.J.—The question upon this appeal is as to the jurisdiction of the 
Divorce Court to grant permanent alimony to the wife after a decree for 
judicial separation on account of the cruelty of the wife. If the decree 
had been founded upon misconduct of the husband, it is conceded that 
such a grant could have been made. It would be strange if there were 
jurisdiction in the one case and not in the other. It may not have been 
customary to grant it to a wife who was in fault, but to say that there is 
no jurisdiction to do so seems unreasonable. A case was put during the 
argument by Bowen, L.J., of a husband who, by the marriage settlement, 
was entitled during his life to all the income of the wife’s property. Can 
it possibly be the law that the wife must be left totally unprovided for 
under such circumstances because the court has no jurisdiction to make a 
provision for her even out of that which before the marriage was her 
own property? The question depends upon the several statutes under 
which the present Divorce Court was founded. But in construing them 
regard must be had to the jurisdiction existing before they were passed. 
Unless there is something in them expressly taking away powers before 
exercised by the ecclesiastical courts, we should be reluctant to hold that 
the Divorce Court has a more limited authority than they had. In the 
first Act, by which the Divorce Court is constituted, 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, s. 
22, it is provided that ‘‘in all suits and proceedings, other than proceed- 
ings to dissolve any marriage, the said court shall proceed and act and 
give relief on principles and rules which, in the opinion of the said court, 
shall be as nearly as may be conformable to the principles and rules on 
which the ecclesiastical courts have heretofore acted and given relief, but 
subject to the provisions herein contained and to the rules and orders 
under this Act.’’ Lord Penzance decided, in Covell v. Covell (L. R. 2 P. &D. 
411), that the Divorce Court could, after a decree for judicial separation, 
entertain a petition for alimony, and he founded his judgment upon the 
previous practice in that respect of the ecclesiastical courts in cases of 
divorce a mensd et thoro, citing Cooke v. Cooke (2 Phill. 40) as a case in which 
this was done. There seems to be no decision that this might not 
have been done by the ecclesiastical courts when the separation was 
decreed on account of the misconduct of the wife. In the text-books and 
digests there are mentioned two cases of applications to the ecclesiastical 
court for divorce a mensd et thoro, on account of the cruelty of the wife— 
Kirkman v. Kirkman (1 Hagg. Consist. Cas. 409) and Furlonger v. Furlonger 
(5 Notes of Cases, 422). These are referred to by counsel in White v. 
White (1 Sw. & Tr. 593) as the only reported cases. But it seems always 
to have been competent for the husband to obtain a divorce a mensd et 
thoro on this ground: Waring v. Waring (2 Phill. 132) Im one of 
these cases the divorce was granted, but there was not any ap- 
plication for alimony. The granting or refusing of alimony after 
a divorce a mensd et thoro seems to have been a matter upon which 
the ecclesiastical courts exercised a large discretion. It appears to 
have been their practice not to grant alimony to a wife divorced 


| a mensd et thoro, on the ground of her adultery, but no doubt is thrown 


ition pee a wer alimony ty @ guilty wile ini a case | 
1. Kegietear Lord acted w this view aud | jurisdiction w graut permancut alimony in a case like the prosent, and 


upon the jurisdiction of the court to grant alimony in such a case—see 
White v. White (1 Sw. & Tr. 594). In applications to Parliament fora 
divorce a vinculo matrimonii it was usual t> insert in the Bill a provision for 
permanent alimony to the wife, although the divorce was sought on the 
ground of her adultery, and such alimony, it is said, was usually granted 
when the wife brought a fortune to the husband (Macqueen’s Practice of 
the House of Lords, 537). Under the new law three cases have occurred. 
In White v. White and Dart v. Dart (3 Sw. & Tr. 208) alimony was 
refused, and in the latter the Judge Ordinary expressed his _— that 
he had no jurisdiction to grant alimony in such a case. However, in 
Prichard ¥. Prichard (3 Sw. & Tr. 523) the Judge Ordinary refused to follow 
those decisions and granted alimony, saying that if there were no 
precedent he ought to make one. The argument against the jurisdiction 
was not foun upon any words in the statute expressly negativing it. 
There are no such words. It was rested chiefly upon section 17 of 20 & 21 
Vict. c. 85, which provides that application for judicial separation may be 
made by either husband or wife, and the court may decree judicial separa- 


| tion accordingly, ‘‘ and where the application is by the wife may make any 


order for alimony which shall be deemed just.’’ That seems to contem- 
plate an order for alimony in the decree itself, when such decree was made 
upon the wife’s application. In such a ‘case all the facts would prob- 
ably be before the court at the original hearing, whereas if the decree 
was upon the suit of the husband the wife must make a separate =— 
tion for alimony, which the husband would not be likely to make for her. 
It would be giving extraordinary and unnatural force to the language of 
section 17 to way that it takes away, or even negatives, the jurisdiction of 
the court to grant alimony where the decree for separation is made at the 
suit of the husband, and, in our opinion, that is not the true effect of the 
provision. Section 42, which refers to alimony, and prescribes the mode 
A granting it, has been treated as referring to a decree for dissolution of 
marriage only (ee per Lord Penzance, Covell v. Covell, L. R. 2 P. & D. All). 
Jurisdiction to make such a decree was given for the first time by the 
statute, and it was necemary to give jurisdiction, also to grant alimony in 
wach cases, and that may have been the sole object of this section. But 
this would leave unaffected the power of granting alimony in a caso of 
judicial separation if the ecclesiastical courte had such power. On the 
whole, we me no reason to doubt that the ecclesiastical courte had 
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we cannot construe the recent Divorce Act as depriving the Divorce Court 
of a like jurisdiction. Our opinion, therefore, is that the Divorce Court 
bas jurisdiction in this case to grant permanent alimony if it shall seem 
fit to do so. Whether it will be proper to make such a grant is not now 
to be determined, as the reference upon the subject is general, and has to 
be considered before that can be decided. The appeal must be dismissed, 
with costs.—CowunsgL, Inderwick, Q.C., and R. BH. Pritchard; Priestley. 
Soricrrors, Darley § Cumberland ; Vanderpump § Son. * 
[Reported by M. J. Biaxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


NATIONAL PERMANENT MUTUAL BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY ». 
ROPER—Chitty, J., 7th and 13th November. 


PracticE—MortGaGE—ForEcLOsURE ABSOLUTE—RECEIPT OF RENTS AFTER 
DAY FIXED FOR REDEMPTION. 


This was a foreclosure action. An order was made on the 4th of 
August, 1891, and the 4th of September following was appointed for pay- 
ment of the certified amount of £73,596 17s. 4d. due for principal and in- 
terest. Default was made on the day named. Subsequently thereto, but 
before making affidavit of such default, the mortgagees received a sum of 
£991 15s. 7d., rents and profits. The mortgagees now applied for an order 
absolute for foreclosure on affidavit stating that they had received 
nothing except the above-mentioned sum of £991 15s. 7d. 

Cuitry, J., made the order, saying that Constable v. Howick (7 W. R. 
160) was a decision of Lord Hatherley, which, so far from being over- 
ruled, had never even been questioned, and that the same principle was 
acted on by Kay, L.J. (then Kay, J.), in Webster v. Patterson (32 W. R. 
581, 25 Ch. D. 626). The only case at all in opposition was that of 
Ross Improvement Commissioners v. Usborne, only noted in the Weekly Notes, 
1890, p. 92, but the learned judge’s attention had apparently only been 
called to Jenner-Fust v. Needham (34 W. R. 409, 709, 31 Ch. D. 500, 32 
Ch. D. 582) and Hoare v. Stephens (34 W. R. 410, 32 Ch. D. 192), and 
Constable v. Howick was not mentioned to him. The latter decision had 
the support of Kay, L.J., and as far as he was called upon to express any 
opinion on it, his lordship (Chitty, J.) agreed with it. As to a further 
point taken by the registrar, that the affidavit of non-receipt must be a 
clean one made up to date, without any exceptions (vide Daniell’s Chancery 
Forms, 1539, 1540; Seton, p. 1089), his lordship held that the form there 
given was not statutory aud inflexible, but must bend to the circum- 
stances.—CounsEL, Swinfen Eady. Sowicrrors, Russell § Co. 


[Reported by G. Row.anp Atstoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 
HOWELL v. LEWIS—Kekewich, J., 12th November. 


Practicr—Partres—Person or Unsounp Minp nor so FoUND—NEXT 
FrieNB—ACTION BY—APPLICATION BY PERSON ALLEGED TO BE OF UN- 
s0UND MIND TO BE DISMISSED FROM AcTIoN—InquIRY As TO CAPACITY. 


In the present action A. and B., a person of unsound mind not so 
found, by A. as his next friend, were plaintiffs. This was a summons by 
B. asking that his name should be removed from the record, on the ground 
that he was not a person of unsound mind and had not authorized the use 
of his name in the proceedings. 

Kexewicu, J., said that the jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery to 
protect the estates of those who were of unsound mind not so found, but 
who are yet incompetent to take proceedings, was undoubted, and had been 
applied for years and was very useful to the community. Cases of 
difficulty on the capacity of persons to act arose from time to time for 
decision. He should have thought that the precise point had often 
occurred, and in fact as regards a defendant in a recent case in 
this court the difficulty arose, but was avoided. No case had, however, 
been cited strictly applicable to the present case. The jurisdiction of the 
court was expounded with clearness by James, L.J., in Halfhide v. Robinson 
(22 W. R. 448, L. R. 9 Ch. 375), and it is preserved by ord. 16, r. 17. 
There appeared to be no case such as this except so faras Fry v. Fry (38 
W. R. 615, 15 P. D. 50) might be so considered. There it was held that 
a guardian ad litem to a person alleged to be of unsound mind ought not to 
be assigned (under Probate Rule 196) where there is a substantial and 
bond fide dispute as to the unsoundness of mind of the person in question. 
That case, however, was not similar to this one. In Lee v. Ryder (6 Mad. 
294), where there was a dispute as to whether the defendant was from in- 
firmity of mind incompetent to answer, the Vice-Chancellor made an 
order directing an inquiry before the master as to that fact. That case, 
though not precisely similar to the present one, a so the proper 
course to be followed. ‘There must accordingly be en inquiry whether the 
applicant was on the date of the issue of this summons competent to 
retain his present solicitors, and if such inquiry should be answered in the 
negative, then a further inquiry whether it was for his benefit that this 
action should be malidednal ~Counsri, Romer Macklin ; Marten, Q.C., and 
Bardswell, Sorrcrrons, Jenkins, Baker, & Coc; Hamlin, Grammer, & Hamlin, 
for J. J’. Cartwright, Liverpool. 

{ Reported by F. T. Dexa, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
PAYNE ». WRIGHT— 13th November. 


MernoronisProrgorion rrom Fine—Roors or Beruviwes—' Ixcom- 
nusTinLe Marentan’’—" Durotine''—~Maerrovontrran Buroine Act, 1835 


(18 & 19 Vier. o. 122), «. 17. 
This wae an appeal by way of spocial case from the decision of a metro- 








aig magistrate, that a substance used for roofing, and known as “‘ duro- 
ine,’’ was an ‘‘ incombustible material ”’ within the meaning of section 17 of 
the Metropolitan Building Act, 1855. That section provides that “ the 
roofs of buildings shall be constructed as follows: that is to say, the flat 
gutter and roof of every building, and every turret, dormer, lantern 
skylight, or other erection placed on the flat or roof thereof, be 
The ron tied oa tee f of "building within the ceeediiae 
The mdent had covered the roof of a i i 

District with duroline, and was summoned, therefor, under the above 
section before the magistrate by the district under the London 
County Council. It was proved that “the said material called duroline 
is composed of woven iron wire coated with an oleaginous compound, which 
is entirely waterproof and semi-transparent, . . . that if a light be 
applied to the of a piece of the material the coating or i 
compound will ignite and will burn away, leaving the wire work, a is 
the foundation, uninjured, and that the said material when in a flat position 
can be ignited by pieces of hot coal or lighted stick being placed upon it, 
and that it was purely a question of the heat of the coal or the amount 


of flame or heat from the sticks whether the material will ignite or not, 
but that the longer the said material is to the air the more difficult 
it is to ignite it, and that a piece that been in use between four and five 


years did not ignite when pieces of live coal were placed upon it in two 
places.”’ Also ‘‘ that when subjected toa temperature of 320 Fahr. 
the said material gives off inflammable vapour, and that when placed in a 
crucible it bursts into flame five seconds before wood shavings under 
similar conditions.” Expert witnesses stated that in their opinion the said 
material was safer than glass as a protection from fire when used on sky- 
lights, because lighted objects which would fall through glass would not 
fall through the wire foundation, and because in the case of a fire inside a 
building, although the oleaginous coating might be consumed, the wire 
network would remain and would prevent the rush of flame through. U 
this evidence the magistrate found as a fact that part of the said 
that is to say, the oleaginous compound, is combustible, and that part of it, 
that is to say, the wire network, is incombustible, and held, having regard to 
the object and p of the said statute, that the said material as a whole 
was an incombustible material within the meaning of the said statute. 
The district surveyor appealed. 

Tue Court (Maruew and A. L. Surrn, JJ.) held that the magistrate was 
wrong. 
Maruew, J., said that there was no doubt evidence before the magistrate 
that the material was extensi used, and that insurance offices did not 
raise their premiums for the insurance of buildings where it was in use; but 
the magistrate had found that the material was in part combustible, and 
it was impossible to find that it was not so. 

A. L. Surru, J., said that the words ‘“‘incombustible material*’ in the 
section must mean “‘ wholly incombustible *’ and not “ partly 
and partly incombustible.”’ It might be that the use of this material did 
not cause any mischief within the metropolis, but the question was whether 
it was within the words of the Act or not, and it was clear that it was 
within it. Appeal allowed.—CounsEL, Horace Avory; Cutler, Q.C., and 
C. F. Gill. Soxtcrrors, W. A. Blarland ; Doveton Smyth. 

(Reported by T. R. C. Dri, Barrister-at-Law.) 


BODY vr. HALSE—10th November. 


PaRLIAMENT—RaeoistTrRaTiIon—LoperR Francutse—Notice or Ciam— 
Arrestation—Form (H) No. 2, Scuspvis to 41 & 42 Vier. c. 26. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a revising barrister holding a 
claim for the 1] franchise bad for want of due attestation. It appeared 
that the claimant had signed the claim when the witness was not present, 
and on the same day had himself taken it to the witness and acknowledged 
his signature and had it si by the witness. The attestation clause to 
the notice of claim (Form (H) No. 2, Schedule to 41 & 42 Vict. o. 26), is as 
follows :—‘* I, the undersigned, hereby declare that I have witnessed the 
above signature of the above- at the date stated above, 
and that I believe the above claim to be correct.’’ For the appellant it 
was contended that a witness need not be ac present at the time 
when the claimant signed, but that a subsequent wiedgment by him 
of the signature was sufficient: Waite v. ef the British Musume 
(6 Bing. 310.) 

Lord Couzripes, C.J.—A witness cannot say that he has witnessed this 
document *‘ at the above eel agg was an — A meno of the 
signature at the time it was os Witnessing must 
be contempo and the decision of 
Counse., .dsqwith, Q.C.; Bray. Sourerrors, Jedw 
Trustram, & Co. 


[Reported by Crem Craruay, Barristerat-Law.’ 


WARREN +. MUSTARD—17th November. 


Loca, Governuent—Breitoine Line—Hovss stanpine at CORNER OF Two 
Srasers—Hovss sTANDING AT DISTANCE PROM OTHER Betuomnvee—Praure 
Heavru (Buripives my Srarere) Act, 1888, 8. 3. 


This was a case stated by justices of Essex. The oe was 

with unlawfully, and without the consent in writing of the local > 
bringing forward a certain house, forming part of a street called Oaatle- 
road, at Clacton-on-Sea, beyond the front main wall of the house on the 
west side thereof, contrary to section 3 of 41 & 52 Viet, 0. 2. 
lant’s premises were at the corner of C and 
principal entrance to the house was in Old-road, and there 
called a “ return fron * dn Castle-road, 
built close up to the 
two feet. ad the 
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frontage in Castle-road, the appellant’s premises consisted of a yard and 
garden. Castle-road was a cui de sac, and the only other buildings in it 
were eleven cottages, which were erected some time before the appellant’s 
house. These cottages stood back eight feet from the road, the inter- 
vening space being used for small gardens, which belonged to the occupiers, 
and were fenced off from the footpath. The nearest of the cottages was a 
distance of sixty-four feet from the appellant’s premises; the land lying 
between was as yet vacant, but was marked out for building. The local 
authority had never expressly fixed any building line in Castle-road, but 
they had approved of the plans for the eleven cottages. Section 3 of the 
Public Health (Buildings in Streets) Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 52), enacts 
as follows :—‘‘ Section one hundred and fifty-six of the Public Health Act, 
1875, is, save as hereinafter mentioned, hereby repealed, and in lieu 
thereof it is hereby enacted that it shall not be lawful in any urban 
district, without the written consent of the urban authority, to erect or 
bring forward any house or building in any street, or any part of such 
house or building, beyond the front main wall of the house or building on 
either side thereof in the same street, nor to build any addition to any 
house or building beyond the front main wall of the house or building on 
either side of the same. Any person offending against this enactment 
shall be liable to a penalty not exceeding forty shillings for every day 
during which the offence is continued after written notice in this behalf 
from the urban authority.’’ The appellant contended that his house was 
not in Castle-road at all, but in Old-road, and therefore not amenable to 
the building line in Castle-road ; and, secondly, that, if it were in Castle- 
road, there was no house or building on either side thereof in the same 
street, within the meaning of the section. The justices decided that the 
appellant’s house was in Castle-road as well as in Old-road, and that the 
cottages were houses or buildings on one side of the appellant’s house in 
the same street, and that the appellant had acted in violation of the 
section ; they therefore convicted him, and fined him in penalties of 
ten shillings a day for thirty-five days. It was argued on behalf of the 
appellant that the conviction was wrong. The magistrates had found 
the facts without jurisdiction. In the first place the house was 
not in Castle-road. The appellant’s address was Old-road, and 
it was unreasonable to hold that his house was in any other street : Barlow 
v. Vestry of St. Mary Abbotts, Kensington (11 App. Cas. 257). Secondly, 
it was obvious that the section was intended to apply to houses in a row; 
the words were not applicable to a house standing by itself at a distance 
from any other building : Ravensthorpe Local Board v. Hincheliffe (24 Q. B. D. 
168). Very great hardship would result if the view taken by the magis- 
trates were upheld. It might very well happen that, after the appellant 
had set back his house, at some future date the owner of the cottages 
would pull them down ; and what would there then be to prevent him, if 
he chose to build new buildings on his own land, from bringing them more 
forward. In many of the cases on this question the court had reviewed 
the findings of magistrates. Attorney-General v. Edwards (1891, 1 Ch. 194) 
Gilbert v. Wandscorth Local Board (60 L. T. N. S. 167) were also cited. 
On behalf of the respondent, who was the clerk to the local authority, it 
was argued that the house, for the purpose of considering its frontage, 
was in each street as much as in the other. Barlow v. St. Mary Abbotts 
turned on another point, and Lord Herschell carefully avoided deciding 
that a building situate at the corner of two streets could never for the pur- 
of this section be regarded as situate in both. As to how near a 
must be to the next, in order that it may come within the section, 
that is a question of degree to be determined in each case according to the 
circumstances. Here, considering that it was intended to continue the row 
of cottages up to the appellant’s premises, the magistrates might well hold 
that the offending building was not too far away to be within the section. 
As to possible hardship to individuals, that must be taken to have been 
Within the contemplation of Parliament; and it was to be noticed that 
building in the way mentioned in the section was not absolutely made an 
offence, but only if done without the consent of the local authority. 

Tue Cover (Matuew and A. L. Surru, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. The 
jadgment of Lord Herschell in Barlow v. St. Mary Ablotts shewed that the 
question whether the house could be said to be m each of the two streets 
was to be treated as a question of fact. The justices had found on that 
question of fact, and the court could not interfere with their finding. 
Neither could they say that, as a matter of law, a house which i« sixty- 
four feet from another house is not a house on either side of it within the 
meaning of the section. That aleo was a matter for the justices to decide. 
—CouneeL, J. P. Grain; A. Maemorran. Sovx ITORS, Mann § Crimp ; Old- 
man & Clablurn, for Mustard, Manningtree. 

(Reported by FP. G. Recaex, Barrister-at-Law. 


POUNDER +. THE NORTH-EASTERN RAILWAY CO.—1%th, 14th, and 
17th November. 


BRattwave—Neciicesce—Aseacit om Paseexorn wy Fectow Passencens 
—Lsamury oy Rarwar Comraxy. 


Appeal by the defendant company from the county court of Durham. 


The plaintiff was a bailiff who was employed and had taken part in the | 


eviction of certain miners in the county of Durham, known as the Silks- 
worth evictions, and arising out of certain disputes between the miners 
and their employers. The plaintiff, in «on»cquence, became very un- 
, ana while he was travelling a2 a paerenger in a carriage on the 

'. ’ railway 2 number of pitisen, having recognized the plaintiff 
and two other bailiffs who were with him, rushed into the carriage, there- 


by overcrowding the same, aml when the train earted they committed | 


several aseaulte on the plaintifi and the other bailiffs. The plaintiff then 
brought this action against the defendant company in respect of these 
amanlte, alleging that the defendants had been guilty of « breach of duty 
to the plaintiff im net, under the cirtumstances, protecting bim trom the 


violence and assaults of the pitmen. The learned judge found for the 
plaintiff, being of opinion that the allowing the carriages to be over- 
crowded, especially after notice that the miners were threatening and in- 
tending to assault the plaintiff, and also the not removing either the 
miners or the plaintiff from the carriage at two different stations, was 
evidence of negligence on the part of the defendants’ servants. The 
defendants appealed. 

A. L. Surru, J., read the following judgment :—It was proved that the 
plaintiff, as one of the travelling public, took and paid for a third-class 
ticket for conveyance from Sunderland to Hartlepool by the defendant 
company, and that when he did so the company no notice that he 
was exposed to any greater danger than one of the ordinary travelling 
public. Asa matter of fact, the plaintiff was what in Durham of late 
has been known as a ‘“‘ Candy Hall’? man—that is, a man engaged upon 
the eviction of pitmen from their houses consequent upon disputes be- 
tween them and their masters. For this reason the plaintiff had incurred 
the illwill of pitmen in parts of that county, and was in danger of being 
molested by them. Having taken and paid for his ticket, the plaintaff, 
accompanied by two other ‘‘ Candy Hall” men, attempted to ride in the 
guard’s van, but they were not allowed to do so, it being against the 
company’s rules that this should be done, and the plaintiff and his two 
friends were placed by a servant of the company in a third-class carriage 
in which were then seated six or seven unexceptionable passengers. The 
carriage was constructed to hold ten people. Evidence was given that 
at this time the company’s servant was aware that the plaintiff was a 
‘Candy Hall’? man, and that he feared violence from pitmen at the 
station ; that, after the plaintiff was seated in the carriage, six or seven 
pitmen did rush in; that the company’s servants did nothing towards 
either attempting to get the pitmen out or to get the plaintiff a seat in 
another carriage ; that the train started with the six or seven pitmen in 
the overcrowded carriage in which the plaintiff and his two friends were 
travelling ; that during the journey to the first station at which the train 
stopped—viz., Ryhope—the plaintiff was assaulted by the pitmen; that at 
Ryhope these pitmen got out, and that another relay of pitmen then got in 
and repeated the assault upon the plaintiff. For these assaults, which 
were obviously the independent acts of the assailants, wholly unconnected 
with the company, the action was brought against the company, and the 
county court judge held the defendants liable, and assessed the damages at £5. 
The cause of action, if any, which the plaintiff had against the company 
was for an act of omission, and this cannot be supported unless the 
plaintiff can in the first place establish a duty upon the defendants to do 
that which it is said they have omitted todo. What is the duty ofa 
railway company to its passengers? It arises out of the contract of 
carriage, and must be determimed upon the facts known to the contracting 
parties at the time of the contract. Ordinarily it is the duty of a carrier of 
passengers, arising out of the contract of carriage, to carry the passenger 
upon the contracted journey with due care and diligence and to afford him 
reasonable accommodation in that behalf. If the carrier omits to perform 
either of these duties he is responsible for the ordinary consequences 
arising to the ordinary passenger therefrom. There is no duty in these 
circumstances to take extraordinary care of a passenger by reason of any 
unknown peculiarity then attaching to him. It is said in the present case 
that the defendant company committed a breach of duty in allowing 
the carriage in which the plaintiff was travelling to become overcrowded, 
and that consequently they omitted to supply him with reasonable accom- 
modation, which the House of Lords, in the case of Jackson v. Metropolitan 
Railway (26 W. R. 176, 3 App. Cas. 193), had held to be evidence of 
negligence—i.¢., breach of duty on the defendants’ part. Be it so. But 
the obligation which the defendants undertook when they contracted with 
the plaintiff was that if they omitted to supply him with reasonable accom- 
modation they would be liable for the consequences usually arising there- 
from to one of the travelling public, not for consequences which might 
result to a man who required whilst travelling special protection for his 
safety, and which fact was unknown to the company when they contracted 
to carry him. To an ordinary passenger the consequences of not supplying 
reasonable accommodation, which is the breach of duty now set up, is 
certainly not his being assaulted by an independent tort feasor, which is the 





sole injury or loss complained of in the present case. The cases put in 
| argument of the company putting a known lunatic, or a known biting dog, 

or a known leper, or a man known to be drunk and quarrelsome, into a 
| carriage with one of the ordinary travelling public have no bearing upon 
the present case, for the consequences likely to arise therefrom would be 
well known to the company when they contracted to carry the passenger. 
The consequences likely to arise from putting pitmen to travel with a 
passenger at the time of the contract believed to be one of the ordinary 
travelling public would not be that the pitmen should break the law and 
assault their fellow passenger. ‘This is the difference between the 
cases. For the reasons above—and I do not say there are not others—the 
judgment of the county court judge must be reversed, and judgment 
entered for the defendants with costs here and below. 

Matusw, J., concurred. Appeal allowed, Leave tappeal.—Counse., 
Barnes, W.C., and Robson; Asquith, Q.C., and John Digby. Soracrrons, 
Turnbull, Tilly, & Mousir ; Williamson, Hill, & Co. 

Reported by Bir Suxusron Baxun, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


ic AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN EYRE AND THE CORPORATION OF 
LEICESTER— 16th November. 
Ausrrnation— Kervea, to Concun in Avvownrmenr ov Annireaton—b2 & 
54 Vier, c. 49, 6. 5, 
This wae an appeal from a decision of Pollock, B., in chambers, affirm- 
ing the decision of the master. In October, 1888, Kyre was» employed by 
the Corporation of Leicester to construct a main sewer. The written 
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contract provided that the work should be carried out in accordance with 
certain ‘‘ general conditions,’’ clause 39 of which was as follows :— 
‘Every dispute, question, difference, or controversy arising between the 
borough surveyor and contractor (except as to matters or things left to 
the sole decision of the borough surveyor under these conditions) shall, 
after the completion and delivery of the work, and after the final 
certificate by the borough surveyor, be referred to arbitration, pursuant to 
the provisions of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, orof any Act or 
Acts amending the same.’’ The contract also provided that the sub- 
mission thereby made, and the award, order, or certificate which should 
at any time be made by the arbitrator or umpire appointed in accordance 
with clause 39 of the general conditions, should be binding on all ies. 
On the completion of the contract Eyre made a claim for sums beyond 
the amount of the contract, which were disputed by the corporation. 
Eyre thereupon demanded that the matters in dispute should be referred 
to arbitration, which he claimed to be entitled to as a matter of right 
under the provisions of the contract. The corporation denied that he 
was entitled to an arbitration, and refused to concur in appointing an 
arbitrator. On the 16th of July, 1891, Eyre sent the following written 
notice to the corporation :—‘‘In the matter of an arbitration between 
Frank Eyre and the Corporation of Leicester.—Take notice that you, the 
Mayor, &c., of Leicester, are hereby required to concur with the under- 
signed Frank Eyre in the appointment of a sole arbitrator to act in the 
above-mentioned matter for the purposes of the submission to arbitration 
made by certain articles of agreement dated 16th October, 1888, . . . 
and: that, in default of your complying with this notice, I, the said 
Frank Eyre, shall, after the expiration of seven clear days from 
the service of this notice on you, proceed under the provisions of 
the Arbitration Act, 1889, or otherwise, as I may be advised, for 
obtaining the appointment of such sole arbitrator.’’ Enclosed with 
this notice was a letter from Eyre’s solicitors, the following extract 
from which is material : ‘‘ At present we understand you dispute our right 
to obtain the appointment of an arbitrator, and that, therefore, you are 
not prepared to take any part in the selection of one. If, however, you 
are prepared to concur in an appointment, we shall be glad to submit the 
names of competent engineers to you.’’ The corporation did not comply 
with the notice, and Eyre applied to the master for an order under section 
5 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, appointing an arbitrator. The master de- 
clined to make the order, on the ground that the notice given to the cor- 
poration was not a notice such as the section of the Act required. On 
appeal to Pollock, B., in chambers, he upheld the decision of the master. 

Tue Court was of opinion that the decision of the master and of the 
judge in chambers was wrong, and that the appeal must be allowed. 

Lord Corertnce, C.J., said: It has been argued that this is not a 
reference to a single arbitrator, and that, therefore, section 5, sub-section 
(a), of the Arbitration Act, 1889, does not apply. I think, however, that 
in this contract the words ‘‘ arbitrator’’ and ‘‘ umpire ’’ are synonymous. 
The word ‘‘ umpire ”’ has, no Joubt, a technical meaning—namely, a per- 
sou who is to decide between two arbitrators. But where, as in 
this case, there is only one arbitrator mentioned, the word cannot 
have that meaning. This, then, is a submission to a single arbi- 
trator. Differences have arisen, and the corporation have not con- 
curred in the appointment of an arbitrator. It is not that they 
object to any particular arbitrator, but they do not concur in the 
appointment of any arbitrator at all. They contend it is not a case 
for arbitration. Notice is served upon them, and the question arises as to 
what is meant by the words ‘‘ written notice.’’ I do not think we are 
bound to look only at the formal notice sent. I think we may also con- 
sider the letter sent with it, and I am of opinion that this formal notice 
and the accompanying letter fulfil all the requirements of the statute, and 
that, therefore, this is a case in which the court has power to act. If m 
interpretation of section 5, sub-section (a), is not correct, then it would 
follow that one party to a submission need only refuse to concur in the 
appointment of some fit person, and appoint instead someone quite unfit, 
in order to wholly exclude the operation of the statute. The case must go 
back to the master. He will hear the parties on the question whether this 
is a case for arbitration under the agreement, and will also decide as to the 
fitness of any arbitrator whose name is submitted to him. 

Wuiout, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Covunsnt, C. EB. Jones ; Toller. 
Sorscrrons, Jacques ¢ Co., for Lancaster § Wright, Bradford ; Field, Roscoe, § 
Co., for Storey, Town Clerk of Leicester. 

{Reported by F. O. Roniyson, Barrister-at-Law. | 


POLE v. BRIGHT—17th and 18th November. 
Pracrice—County Covrr Arrsar—Rerusa, or Counry Court Jupes ro 

Grant A New Trirat—County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vier, c. 43), 

8. 120. 

This was an action brought in the Axminster County Court to restrain 
the defendant from selling the hay, straw, and dung on a certain farm in 
Devonshire, of which the defendant was tenant. ‘The county court judge 
gave judgment for the plaintiff on the claim, and also on the counter-claim 
of the defendant. ‘The defendant did not within twenty-one days appeal 
from the judgment, but made an application to the county court judge for 
a new trial. The county court judge made an order dismissing the 
application. From that order the defendant appealed, The plaintit? 
raised the preliminatry objection that no appeal lay from the refusal of a 
vounty court judge to grinta new trial. 

Tus Count (Maruew and A, L. Sarrn, JJ.) held that the appeal lay. 

Maruew, J., said: This case is governed by the decision of Lord 
Coleridge and myself in Dinger v. Matthews (88 L. T. Journ, 189), In 
deciding that case we had present to ow minds, and were guided to our 
conclusion by, the altered language of the County Courts .Act,. 1833. 
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Previous to that Act common law appeals from county courts were made 
under 13 & 14 Vict. c. 61, s. 14, and it is clear that under that section no 
appeal lay from an interlocutory order (see Carr v. Stringer, E. B. & E., 
123, 6 W. R. Dig. 31, Jacobs v. Dawkes, 35 W. R. 649, 56 L. J. Q. B. 446) ; 
but the language of section 18 of 28 & 29 Vict. c. 99, the statute dealing with 
equity appeals, is different, and it was held in Jonas v. Long (36 W. R. 315, 
20 Q. B. D. 564) that under that section such appeals coald be made. In 
the Act of 1888 these two sections are blended into one (section 120), and 
additional words have been added, and I am of opinion that the 
interpretation of that section in Dinger v. Matthews is correct. In How v. 
London and North-Western Railway Co. (1891, 2 Q. B. 496), Cave, J., said 
that to allow an appeal against the county court judge’s refusal to grant 
a new trial would indirectly extend the time for appealing against the 
original determination of the judge, but I think that is a technical rather 
than a practical objection, because county court appeals never are heard 
within so short a time as twenty-one days. I have no doubt that there 
may be both an appeal from the judgment of the county court.and also an 
application to the county court judge for a new trial, with an appeal to 
the High Court if that application is refused. 

A. L. Surru, J., said: The opinion expressed by the court in How v. 
London and North-Western Railway Co. as to the right of appeal from a 
refusal of the county court judge to grant a new trial is an obditer dictum 
founded on a misapprehension of the facts in Dinger v. Matthews. Objec- 
tion overruled.—CounsgL, Lumley Smith, Q.C., and B. Coleridge; R. M. 
Bray and T. Willes Chitty. Soxicrroxs, Zorr § Co., for W. Every, Honiton ; 
Tweed § Stikeman, for Tweed, Honiton. 


{Reported by F. O. Rosinsoy, Barrister-at-Law.} 


HALL v. METCALFE—10th November. 


PARLIAMENT—REGISTRATION—TENANT OR OccurrER—OccuPIER oF STALL- 
aGE—2 Wi. 4, c. 45, s. 27. 


This was an appeal from a revising barrister allowing a claim to vote in 
respect of stallage in Spitalfields Market. The case stated that the Cor- 
poration of London were owners in fee of the market, and that they let 
the market to one Horner, who in turn sublet fixed areas in the market at 
fixed rents (over £10) to certain persons, and amongst others to the 
claimant. The barrister found that the areas were fixed in the sense they 
were known to the occupier, to the neighbouring occupiers, and to the 
| landlord, although there was no particular demarkation as regards the 
— It was contended for the appellant that the claimants were mere 
| licensees. 

Lord CoLermer, C.J.: The least that these facts create is a tenancy at 
| will; and as the rents here are over £10, such a tenancy is within section 
| 27 of 2 Will. 4, c. 45. The appeal must, therefore, be dismissed.— 
| CounsgL, Asquith, Q.C. 

{Reported by Ceci, Cuarman, Barrister-at-Law. |} 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
MAWDSLEY v. BEESLEY—Vice-Chancellor of Lancaster, 11th November. 


Soxicrrors’ Remuneration Orpgr, Scugpute [., rr. 6, 11—Avctronsgr’s 
CoMMISSION PAID BY SoLICITOR AND CHARGED To CLIENT. 


The defendant, the sole surviving trustee of his testator, in realizing the 
estate sold leaseholds of the value of £760. The sale was effected through 
his solicitor, who employed an auctioneer and paid him his fee of £4 4s. An 
order was made, in a creditor’s action to which the trustee was defendant, 
directing that the defendant's costs, charges, and expenses should be taxed as 
between solicitor ane client. The defendant's solicitor brought in his bill 
in pursuance of this order. The bill contained charges for attendances, 
settling advertisements, and such like matters connected with the sale, 
also a charge for deducing title and completing, and also the auctioneer’s 
charge of £4 4s. The taxing master disallowed every item except that for 
deducing title and completing, and substituted for the item so disallowed 
a conducting fee according to the scale in Schedule I. of £7 10s. The 
result was that the remuneration of the solicitor was left at £7 10s. plus 
the fee charged for deducing title and completing, and out of this he had to 
pay the auctioneer’s fee of £4 4s. The solicitor oe to review the 
taxation. He contended (1) that rule 11 of Schedule I. applied—namely, 
that a commission had been paid by the client to the auctioneer, that, 
therefore, the schedule, as to the scale fee for conducting, was excluded ; (2) 
that, this being so, he was entitled under General Order, r. 2 (6), to r- 
muneration regulated according to the present system as altered by 
Schedule II], The taxing master upheld his decision on the following 
grounds: (1) that there had been no election under General Onier, 
r. 6, which fact was admitted. That, therefore, according to the latter 
part of that rule, the remuneration was to be according to the seale 
prescribed by the order: (2) that there had been no payment of the 
auctioneer by the client in this case within Schedule Lr. Il, and that, 
therefore, the schedule was not excluded. 

Sir H. F. Buisrowr, V.C., held that the facts were pretisely similar to 
those stated in Jerter v. Blonkkern (14 App. Cas, at p.3), and like those 
ot Re Feadkner (36 Ch. D, 366) and Re Peace & Wis (86 W. R. 61); that, 
consequently, if a solicitor, upon a general retainer, employed an auctioneer 
to sell property, and himself paid such auctioneer's fee or commission, 
afterwards charging such fee or e ission against his client, such pays 
ment was a payment within the negative condition of rule LI, Schedule [., 
and was commission paid by the client or a he gio to pay: see 
judgment of Bowen, .L.J., Re Meegowan (1891, DCh. HT); that, conse- 
quently, the schedule, 00 far as-regatts the scalé fee for conducting a eale, 
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was excluded ; that, this being so, General Order, r. 2 (c) applied, and the 
solicitor was entitled to be paid according ‘‘to the present system as 
altered by Schedule IT.’’ Bill sent back accordingly. 


[We have been favoured with the above report.] 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


Nov. 14.—Anrrurr Watirne. 
Nov. 14.—Prrcr Lrcas (Fenchurch-street, London). 
Nov. 14.—Joszrx Dawner (Hull). 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


November 9.—The subject for discussion was: ‘‘That the case of 
Medawer v. Grand Hotel Co. (1891, 2 Q. B. 11) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. 
Green opened the debate, and was opposed by Mr. Browne; the other 

being Messrs. Nesbitt, S. Willams, Atkin, Mallam, and Hawkins. 
House being equally divided, the chairman gave his casting vote 
against the motion. 

Nevember 16.— Mr. Sinclair Cox moved: ‘‘ That this House disapproves 
of the proposal for payment of members of Parliament.’’ Mr. Atkin 
opposed, and was followed by Messrs. Sapwell, McMillan, Smith, Bagram, 
Lewis, Marcus, S. Williams, Le Maistre, and Hawkins. The motion was 
carried by a majority of six. The subject for the next debate, November 
23, is: ** That the continued exclusion of the self-governing States of the 
Empire. other than Great Britain, from a direct share in the control of 
foreign 2 affairs is an infraction of constitutional principle and a growing 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Decemeer, 1891. 


Regulations for the examination of students on the subjects of the 
professors’ lectures delivered during the year 1891. 

Im December next there will be four examinations, one in the subjects of 
the lectures given by each professor, open (subject as hereinafter mentioned 
to all stadente who have during the year 1891 attended the lectures of any 
of the professors, but no student will be admitted to the examination in the 
subjects of the lectures of any professor unless he shall have attended at 
least two-thirds of the lectures given during the year 1891 by such 

. No student will be admitted to more than two examinations : 
and no student who shall have obtained 2 studentship under clause 47 of 
the Consolidated Regulations. 1290, will be admitted to any such examina- 
tion. No student who has received a prize in any subject shall again 

for the same or any other prize in the same subject. 
the examimations the following prizes will, on the recommendation 
of the commitice, be given (that is to say) :-— 

To the students who shall have passed the best examination in the 
of the lectures of each professor, first prize, £0; second prize, 
oe sem £15; fourth prize, £10; and a first and second prize of 

£70 and ely, to the students who obtain the greatest aggre- 
gate mumber of marks im the examination in the subjects of the lectures 
= by any two of the professors. 

No student will be entitle] to more than one prize, but a student will 
secetve the prize of the highest value to which he shall appear to be entitled. 

The commitice will not be obliged to recommend any of the above prizes 
to be awarded, if the result of the examination be such as, in their opinion, 
will mot justify euch recrminendation. 

The examination: will take place at Lincoln’s-inn Hall, and will com- 
memce on Monday. Zist dey of December, 1991. 

Students whe prope Moerng themselves for examination must enter 
ther mae om or betore Friday, 4th day of December, at the 
eliice of the Comme of Legal EAucation, Lincoln’ s-inn Hall. 

The examinations will te partly oral and partly in writing, by means of 
prmict peer: cd gee 

The following days end bourse bave been ~azppointed for the examina- 
tome — 

Monday Femme Zit December (10 t© 1)}—On Homan Lew, Juris- 
a Comstiontional Law, Legal History, and Public International 


Montay Afteraom. Zit December 2 tw 5,—On Equity 
Tueics Morey. ud December (10 to 1 On Coamon Law 





ships in Real and Personal papetr Law and Equity, 1890; and Inter- 
national and Constitutional Law and Common Law, 1891), University of 
London; Norman Wise Sibley, B.A., and LL.M., Cambridge; John 
Ormerod Scarlett Thursby, B.A., Cambri ; Walter Buckley Jones, 
B.A., Cambridge; George Joseph Stokes, M.A., Dublin; George Daniel 
Lynch ; Henry Wellington Vallance, B.A., Oxford ; Nicholas Francis 
Harvey Proud, of Trinity College, Dublin ; Allen Gordon M’ Arthur, M.A., 

Cambridge ; Satis Chandra Mookerjee, of Queen’s College, Oxford, and 
University of Calcutta; George Turner Sills, B.A., Cambridge; S rdney 
Roden Fothergill, M. ie Oxford; Francis Drummond Percy Chaplin of 
University College, Oxford ; Clarence Armstrong Irvine Roberts, B.A., 
Cambridge; Thomas Sydney Lea, B.A., and LL.B., Cambridge; Ernest 
Emilius Bennett; Harry Dobb, B.A., Cambridge; Francis Arnold Hull 
Terrell ; and Bomanjee Cowasjee, of the University of Calcutta. 

Inner Tempie.—William Howel Scratton, M.A., Cambridge ; Louis 
Amherst Selby-Bigge, M.A., Oxford; Arthur Wellesley Sells, London ; 
Arthur Hope Montgomery, B.A., Oxford ; Manuel Ramon Menendez, 
LL.B., Cambridge; Gilbert Marshall Prior, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; 
Sy Vivian Stiesien, B.A., LL.B. , Cambridge : Herman J oseph Cohen, 

B.A., Oxford, M.A., London ; William Cadwaladr Davies ; John William 
Fearnsides, B.A., Oxford ; Edward, Viscount Doneraile, B.A., Oxford ; 
Henry Dyke Acland, B.A., Oxford; Alfred Lionel Maddison, B.A., Cam- 
bridge; John Harry Warton Pilcher, M.A., B.C.L., Oxford; Daniel 
Stephens, B.A., Cambridge; Thomas Frederic Dawson Miller, B.A., 
Oxford ; John Godfrey Baumbach, LL.B., Cambridge ; Arthur Louis Roger 
Gaddum, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Mizra Fukendeeu Hussan ; James 
Alexander Fraser, B.A., Cambridge; Edgar Frederick Gladstone Truefitt, 
B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Reginald Harrison, B.A., Cambridge; John 
Appleyard Dugdale; Kenneth Lachlan Macdonald, B.A., Oxford ; Ernest 
Ruthven Sykes, B.A., Cambridge ; Herbert Hutchings Shepherd, B.A., 
Oxford; Edward Hall Alderson, B.A., Oxford ; Hubert Lawrence Roper, 
B.A., Cambridge; John Joseph Baldwin Young, B.A., Oxford; Evan 
Alcock Nepean, B.A., Oxford ; James Marshall Easton, B.A., Oxford ; 
John Henry Jackson, B. : = Oxford ; Frederic Cuthbert Smith, London ; 
Charles Alexander Dick Melbourne, Cambridge; Douglas Cole Bartley ; 
James Reginald Thomas, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; Frank Collins 
rae Oxford ; Herbert Percy St. Gerrans; Thomas Percy Cooke, 

A ord. 

Mrppiz TemPie.— William Harrison Moore, B.A., Cambridge vOallegy, 
LL.B. London University, Ist Class Honours, Scholar King’s Colle 
Cambridge, Roman Law Studentship, Council of Legal Education, Mid e 
Temple International Law Scholar, Barstow Law Scholar and George 
Long Prizeman; John Hunt; William Edward Lines, of King’s College, 
London, Associate ; Richard Pike, Glasgow; James Woulfe Flanagan, 
M.A., Oxon, of King’s-inns, Dublin, Barrister-at-Law; William James 

eake Mason ; Francis Henry Fearon, B.A., LL.B., St. John’s College, 
Cambridge (Honours in Law Tripos); David Fulton; Bulaki Kama ; 
Eugéne Hugo Mallet, LL.B., King’s College, Cambridge ; Hugh Morrison 
Rose, M.A., Edinburgh University, Scholar and Prizeman, and Durham 
University, 1st Class Middle Temple Common Law Scholar; Shunpei 
Uyemura, LL.B., Imperial University, Tokio, Japan ; Mohamed Solaiman. 

‘Gray’s-rsx.—Arthur Edward Hughes, B.A., late Scholar of Sidney 
Sussex College, Cambridge, of the County School Bedford, senior mathe- 
matical master ; George Eugene Yarrow, M D., Licentiate of the Royal 
College of Physicians, London, Medical Officer of Health for St. Luke’s, 
Middlesex, surgeon to the City of London Lying-in-Hospital, of Oakley- 
house, City-road. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpents’ Desatinc Soctery.—Nov. 10.—Mr. Marshall in the chair. 
The subject for discussion, ‘‘ That the case of Jones v. Merionethshire Per- 
manent Benefit Building Society (1891, 2 Ch. 587) was wrongly decided,’’ was 
ne by Mr. Douglas, followed by Mr. Pettit. Mr. Willson, followed by 

Johnston, opposed. The debate having been declared open, the 
following gentlemen spoke :—In the affirmative, Messrs Daniell, Arnold, 


| Walton, Squire, Pritchard, Pattinson, and Williams; in the negative, 


Messrs. Aston, Simon, Evershed, Bower, and Thirlby. Mr. Douglas 
replied. On the motion being put to the meeting, it was carried bya 
majority of two. 

Nov. 17.—Mr. Harcourt in the chair.—The subject for discussion— 
“That the British occupation of Egypt is no longer append or ex- 
pedient’’—was opened by Mr. Crneled. Mr. Kinipple opposed. The 
debate baving been declared open, the following gentlemen spoke :—In 
affirmative, Meesers. Archer-White and Evershed; in the negative, 

Messrs. Baldwin, Wateon, and Willson. On the motion being put to the 
| meeting, it was lost by a majority of fifteen. 


Lavexvoot Law Srupente’ Assoctation.—Nov, 18.—Mr. Alex. Wilson 


| im the chair.—A debate was held on the following subject for discussion :— 


ASteruo:, ind December (26 5;—On the Lew of Kea) and | That sections 4 and 17 of the Statute of Frauds (29 Car. 2, c. 3) be 


Tusatey 
Perwnas broger-s 


CALLS TO THE BAK 


The sudermcatine’d geutiowen were, ae Weinesizy, called w the | 


ber — 

Lesesiee-s99 —Heary Geet Munddebl (gudentelipy m Juryra- 
Gemct wad Eocem Cr) Lew, CLE, Bilery Term, 100; Linecin’e-inn 
rw de Iatermstional end Cometiontional Law und Commun Law, 


Lonmin ; 77 Bere Mog 
On Ler, CLE. E Term, 10%); Lincoln! sian scholat- , 


ae te 5 Cambridge; Yor te. Evene (tudentebip in 
wt Kerra, we Jes, c , Trinity Term, 190), Cni- 
— aA Jen Ws in J ve | 


— ” Mr. C. H. Rutherford opened in the affirmative, which was 

aleo supported by Mesars. Broadbridge and McMaster. Mr. A. U. Thomas 

in the negative, which was also suported by Mr. Barnes. The 
pa was decided in the negative by the casting vote of the chairman. 


A land t, writing to the Dublin Lapres, mye the rapid rise in the 
ealeable value of land in Ireland t» remarkable. According to the report 
A the Irish Land Commission, the average rate of purchase last yoar by 


vcapying tenants waa between sixteen and seventeen years; in preceding 


years the rate was lees, The rate of purchase for the present your will be 
lounA to exceed twenty years. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Gorpon Mantuorp Fotxarp, solicitor, of 7, Austin-friars, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Folkard was admitted 
in November, 1883. 


Mr. Ausert Epwarp Granam, solicitor (of the firm of Marshall & 
Graham), of Durham, South Shields, and Chester-le-Street, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Graham was admitted in 
July, 1884. 


Mr. Wriu1am Howarp Govtty, B.A., solicitor, of Manchester, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Goulty was admitted in 
January, 1885. 


Mr. Bast. Epwarp Harpy, solicitor (of the firm of Leslie & Hardy), 
of 17, Bedford-row, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Hardy was admitted in August, 1880. 


Mr. Atrrep Octavius Heptey, solicitor, of Sunderland, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hedley was admitted in 
September, 1883. 


Mr. Henry Moriex Hemsiey, solicitor (of the firm of Hemsley & 
Hemsley), of 4, Albany-court-yard, Piccadilly, W., and Ealing, W., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hemsley was admitted in 
April, 1883 

Mr. Rozert Howartn, solicitor, of Manchester, Southport, and Birk- 
dale, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Howarth was 
admitted in July, 1885. 

Mr. Tuomas Joun Hucues, solicitor, of Bridgend, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hughes was admitted in August, 1885, 
after passing the Final Examination with honours. He is clerk to the 
local board of health. 


Mr. Rosert Jones Kenprick, solicitor (of the firm of John Jones & 
Kendrick), of Wrexham, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Kendrick was admitted in July, 1884. 


Mr. Atrrep Montacuse Kennett, solicitor, of 18, Bedford-row, and 16, 
Tremadoc-road, Clapham, S.W., has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Kennett was admitted in January, 1885. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Cooxe Kerriz, M.A., LL.M. Cantab, solicitor (of the 
firm of Riley & Kettle), has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Kettle was admitted in July, 1884. He is registrar of the Dudley 
County Court. 


Mr. Ricuarp ANDREW Kineszvury, solicitor (of the firm of Kingsbury & 
Turner), of 65, George-street, Portman-square, W., and Bank House, 
369 and 371, Brixton- road, S.W., and 276, Kennington-park-road, S.E., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Kingsbury was 
admitted in August, 1883. 


Mr. ALexanpErR James Murray, M.A. Cantab, solicitor, of 1, Clement’s- 
inn, Strand, has been appointed a Commissioner for the Provinces of 
New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, and the North-West Provinces of Canada 
and Ontario within and for the County of London, and not elsewhere. Mr. 
Murray was admitted in Michaelmas, 1867. He is a commissioner for 
oaths. 


Mr. Hucu Maveuan, solicitor, of Middleham, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Maughan was admitted in May, 1881. 


Mr. Joun Henry Moopy, solicitor (of the firm of Turnbull, Graham, & 
Moody), of Scarborough, has been a a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Moody was admitted in November, 1878. 


Mr. Joun Martuers, solicitor (of the firm of Duckworth & Mathers), of 
Bradford, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Mathers 
was admitted in June, 1885. 


Mr. Henry James Marsuatt, solicitor (of the firm of Redpath, Holds- 
worth, & Marshall), of 23, Bush- lane, Cannon-street, E.C., has been 
sppotated a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Marshall was ‘admitted i in May, 

9, after having passed the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. Joun Menxprru, solicitor, of 65 and 66, Basinghall-street, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Meredith was admitted in 
Michaelmas, 1874. 


Mr. ALyrep Newman, solicitor (of the firm of Ffennell & Newman), of 
Hadleigh, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Newman 
was admitted in July, fess. He is clerk to the Cosford Union, clerk to 
the rural sanitary authority, clerk to the School Attendance and Assess- 
ment Committee of Cosford Union, clerk to the Aldham School Board, 
and joint-clerk to the Polstead School Board, 


Mr. Owen Ronyns Owen, solicitor, of Pwilheli, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths, Mr, Owen was admitted in August, 1 


Mr. Apprneton Newton Oxprno, solicitor - the firm of Olding & Old. 
ing), of Brighton & Hove, has boon a “ppe »pointed a Commissioner for Oaths, 
Mr. Olding was admitted in April, 1 


Mr. Epwaup Wiuitam Otrven, solicitor, of 41, Nnabury-cirous, has been 
Pe ie a Commissioner for Oaths, Mr, Oliver was admitted in 

pril 

Mr, Vincent Moaanean Hour Beever, eolicitor, of 36, Linooln's-inn- 
fields, has been appointed a» Commiedoner for Oaths, Mr, Beever waa 
admitted in February, 1883, 





Mr. James Fiecx Burnicrz, solicitor, of Sunderland, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Burnicle was admitted in October, 1884. 


Mr. Hexsert Epwarp Brinerr, solicitor, of 31, Nassington-road, Hamp- 
stead, N.W., and the Vestry Hall, Hampstead, N.W., has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. © Mr. Bridger was admitted in February, 1884. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Epwarp Parry Buregs, M.A., LL.M., solicitor, of Bristol, 
has been appointed a Coquieienee for Oaths. Mr. Burges was admitted 
in April, 1884. 


Mr. Witu14M Barer, indie, of Halifax, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Bailey was admitted in J uly, 1885. 


Mr. Samvet Marti Begaxe, solicitor, of Worcester, has been we 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Beale was admitted in August, 1 
is a perpetual commissioner. 


Mr. Witi1am Donrson, M.A., solicitor (of the firm of Dobinson & 
Watson), of Carlisle, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Dobinson was admitted in April, 1884. He is joint county treasurer. 


Mr. James Jonas Dopp, solicitor, of Sunderland, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Dodd was admitted in October, 1834. 


Mr. Ricuarp Davis, solicitor, of Hull, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Davis was admitted in September, 1885. 


Mr. Bensamtn Turner Ferrter, solicitor, of Durham, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ferrier was admitted in May,*1884. 


Mr. Atrrep James Resp, solicitor, of Great Grimsby, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Reed was admitted in May, 1885. 


Mr. Wii.i1sm Rosson, solicitor, of Barnsley, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Robinson was admitted in February, 1384. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Bucxiey Ropericx, solicitor, of Llanelly, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Roderick was adinitted in July, 
1885. He is a notary public. 


Mr. Tuomas Grassproox Ricnarps, solicitor, of Swansea, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Richards was admitted in July, 
1884. 


Mr. Conrap Joun Starter (Stock & Slater), of 19, Walbrook, E.C., and 
46, Lorne-road, Stroud-green, N., has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Slater was admitted in November, 1882. 


Mr. Josuva Sreep, solicitor (Fisher & Steed), of Long Melford, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Steed was admitted in July, 
1882. 


Mr. Cuarves Josep Tyas, M.A. Trin. Coll., Camb., solicitor (Tyas £& 
Son), of Barnsley, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tyas 
was admitted in June, 1883. He is clerk to the Property and Income Tax 
Commissioners. 


Mr. Cartes Marcetorr Rorrs, solicitor, of Long Buckby, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Roffe was admitted in Michael - 
mas, 1874. 


Mr. Samvet Josspx Woopxam Surru, solicitor, of 3, New-inn, Strand, 
W.C., and Elston House, Streatham, S.W., has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Smith was admitted in June, 1885. 


Mr. Wm. Frepericx Surru, solicitor (of the firm of W. Smith & Sons), af 
Sheffield, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Smith was 
admitted in July, 1884. 

Mr. Wm. Nichotas Mercer Scvrrs, solicitor, of 72, Mark-lane, E-C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Scutts was admitted 
in August, 1883. 

Mr. Joun Barxer Wanrne, solicitor, of Leicester, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Waring was admitted in December, 1881. 


Mr. James Wank, solicitor (of the firm of Shaw & Wade), of Leeds, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wade was admitted in 
July, 1885. 


Mr. Tromas Tancrep Whurrensan, soliciter, af Ramsgate, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Whitehead was admitted in 
February, 1878. 

Mr. Henry Struck Woop, soliciter, of 9, Old Jewry-chambers, OM 
Jewry, E.C., and 15, Camberwell New-rad, S.B., has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr, Woodd was admitted in December, 1883. 


Mr. Howann Younes, LL.B. Lond, soliciter (of the firma af Ye ay ee 
Sons), of 29, Mark-lane, and 22, Princess-mad, Finsbury~park, N 
been a eqpeiies a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Young was admitted in 
September, 1879 


Mr. Twos. Semnap Alen: solicitar, af Richmond, Surrey, and Lanoaster 
place, Strand, has been unanimously elected Mayor of Richmond. Mr. 
Skewes-Cox is an alderman of the Doroagh and a county counciller for 
Surrey. 


Mr, Hanony Grwons Capron, solicitor, af 63, Lincoln’s-inn~telda, 
London, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths and 
examine Witnesses for the Colony of the Oape of Good Hope. Mr, 
Campion was admitted in ae 


Mr. Anexanner Waren, LL.M,., eotioiter (af the fra af BR. MM. 
Wright & Son), of Raoup, sy deen appointad BR of the OQowaty 


Negristrar 
Coen ot Lancashire holden at Bacup, in place af Mr. B. M. Wright, re. 





| Mr. Aurany W. Hana, eolicitar (af the @rm of Gard, Hall, & Rook), af 
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2, Gresham-buildings, Basinghall-street, London, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to take Bail and Affidavits and also to examine Witnesses 
within all parts of England in all actions and proceedings in the Supreme 
Court of Queensland. 4 

The following appointments have been made by the Council of Legal 
Education under the new scheme of instruction to students of the Inns of 
Court :—Constitutional Law; English, Colonial, and Legal History— 
Reader, J. P. Wallis, Esq. Roman Law, and Jurisprudence, and Inter- 
national Law—public and private—Reader, W. A. Hunter, Esq. ; Assist- 
ant-Reader, J. E. C. Munro, Esq. The Law of Real and Personal Property 
and Conveyancing—Reader, H. W. Elphinstone, Esq. ; Assistant-Reader, 
J. Gent, Esq. Common Law—Reader, Edmund Robertson, Esq. ; Assist- 
ant-Reader, J. A. Hamilton, Esq. Equity—Reader, A. Hopkinson, Esq. ; 
Assistant-Reader, O. A. Saunders, Esq. Procedure—Civil and Criminal, 
and Evidence—Reader, A. Henry, Esq. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
D1ssoLuTIon. 
WriuraM Atrorp and Freperick Evstace Swasey, solicitors (Alford & 
Swabey), Crewkerne. Nov. 7. ! Gazette, Nov. 17. 





‘ INFORMATION WANTED. 


James Hawkswortn, Ashbourne, Derbyshire.—Any person whocan give 
Information as to a Settlement or Deed of Gift executed about 1844 in 
favour of Emma Green or Emma Hawksworth Green are requested to 
communicate with Mr. D. E. Chandler, Solicitor, No. 45, Finsbury-pave- 
ment, London, E.C. 





GENERAL, 


The following gentlemen have been selected by the Bar Committee to 
act with a committee to be appointed by the Incorporated Law Society to 
consider any questions that may arise with reference to the tribunal to 
which it is intended to assign the winding up of companies in liquidation, 
viz. :—Sir Henry James, Q.C., M P., Mr. Robinson, Q.C., Mr. J. Forbes, 
Q.C., Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Buckley, Q.C., Mr. Chadwyck- 
Healey, Q.C., and Mr. Joseph Walton. 


The London Gazette contains the following list of persons appointed to 
act as Nautical Assessors in the City of London Court under the County 
Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868 :—Absalom Anderson, Cambridge 
House, Oxford-street, Whitstable; Edward Brooks, 50, Comerford-road, 
Brockley; John 8S. Castle, Stapleton, Sidcup, Kent; Stephen Jarman, 
Dartmouth-villa, Evering-road, Upper Clapton; Robert Methven, 117, 
Warwick-road, Kensington; William Parfitt, 58, Burnt Ash-hill, Lee; 
John Lilly Pattison, Lloyd’s, E.C.; Admiral Richard Ashmore Powell, 
C.B., care of Messrs. Woodhead & Co., 44, Charing Cross; Samuel Ridge, 
Thrale Hall, Streatham; Arthur Ronaldson, Norfolk-villa, Overcliffe, 
Gravesend ; George Alexander R oke, 9, Idol-lane, Great Tower-street, 
E.C., Cambrian House, East-lane, Bermondsey.—J. Anstey Wild, Regis- 
trar, City of London Court, Guildhall-buildings, E.C., November 16th. 


The following urrangements have been made by the judges (Justices 
Lawrance and Collins) for holding the Winter Assizes on the Northern 
Circuit—viz., the commissions will be opened at Carlisle on Friday, 
November 13 ; at Lancaster on Tuesday, November 17 ; at Manchester on 
Saturday, November 21; and at Liverpool on Thursday, December 3. 
Business will commence at each place on the day next after the commis- 
sion day, at 11 o’clock. There will be no civil business at Carlisle or 
Lancaster, but at Manchester and Liverpool there will be both civil and 
criminal business. In pursuance of ord. 36, r. 22b, and by the leave 
of the judges going this circuit, causes for trial can now be entered with 
the associate at his office, Chapel-street, Preston, or at the district regis- 
tries, during office hours at any time not later than 4 p.m. of the day next 
but one before the commission day. The trial of special jury causes will 
commence at Manchester on Wednesday, November 25, and at Liverpool 
on Monday, December 7. 

Mr. Justice Day, in charging the grand jury at the Oxford Assizes on 
Saturday, said he was sorry to observe that several gentlemen who had 
been summoned to those assizes as grand jurymen failed to answer to their 
names. He availed himself of this opportunity to express the high sense 
of importance which he attached to the institution of the grand jury. He 
knew that nowadays it was the fashion amongst some people to deprecate 
the intervention of the grand jury. He respected it as a time-honoured 
institution which had rendered the utmost service to the cause of liberty 
and order in this country. He also valued and respected it, not for any 

benefit which had resulted—as he knew had resulted—from its 

; but he felt it was of the utmost value and importance to the 

public administration of justice that the sittings of judges at the assizes 

should be attended by the gentlemen of the county and by the magistrates 

who administered justice throughout the country. He should be very 

sorry to find that gentlemen of the counties neglected to attend the 

summonses which were addressed to them at these assizes, and neglected 

what he considered to be a duty resulting in very great advantage to social 
order. 

The Builder says:—The new Bankruptcy buildings—practically an 
addition to the Law Courts, though not joined to them—are almost com- 

. We would, therefore, strongly urge on the consideration of the 
authorities the urgent need of enlarging Portugal-strect, as the small 
street leading from the south-west corner of Lincoln’s-inn-fields is called. 








If this were done there would be a fairly convenient approach to these new 
buildings, which at present are very inconvenient of access. An improve- 
ment equally urgent is the making of a roadway from Holborn to Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields at their north-east corner. There is already access for 
foot-passengers. If this small piece of roadway were made, there would 
then be a straight approach from Holborn to the Carey-street entrance of 
the Law Courts. Traffic from the north to the Bankruptcy Courts would 
likewise pass through this opening, and the block of traffic at the top of 
Chancery-lane would be considerably lessened. There is nothing more 
extraordinary than the way in which public buildings are erected without 
due regard being paid to the access to them. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or ReGisTRaRs IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date AppgeaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Curry. Norrs. 
Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEeKkEwIcu. Romer. 
Monday, Nov................0+. 23 Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberten Mr. Clowes 
ee Beal Wai Jackson 
MEME asvacdsecr vacersevved 25 Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
ee oe 26 Beal Ward Jackson 
Sas diges atts iovenentunwvive 27 Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Saturday ................ eT Beal Ward Jackson 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

Acianp.—Nov. 9, at 46, Palace-gardens-terrace, Kensington, the wife of Reginald B. D. 
Acland, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Bowman.—Nov. 10, at 4, Portland-square, Carlisle, the wife of Anthony Nichol Bowman, 
solicitor, of a son 

Dewxiss.—Oct. 29, at Gayton House, Harrow-on-the-Hill, the wife of E. R. Bartley 
Denniss, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Evans.—Nov. 6, at 54, Longridge-road, Earl’s-court, the wife of Patrick F. Evans, 

barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Lomer.—Nov. 13, at St. Andrew’s Lodge, Southampton, the wife of Walter R. Lomer, 
solicitor, of a son. 

Morrison.—Nov. 13, at Shaftesbury-road, Ravenscourt-park, W., the wife of George E. 
Morrison, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Vincent. —Nov. 13, at 38, Craven-park, Harlesden, N.W., the wife of William Vincent, 


solicitor, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 
Eruerinaton —SxincLey.—Oct. 28, at St. George’s, Hanover sq, Charles J. Etherington, 
of the Inner Temple, to Mrs. Skingley, of 7, Chester-street, Grosvenor-place, W. 
Sauitu—Hunter.—Nov. 5, at St. Matthews’ Church, Brixton, Arthur Smith, of Wisbech, 
solicitor, to Mary A. T. Hunter, eldest daughter of Joseph Hunter, of Brixton. 


DEATHS. 
Hayvon.—Nov. 9, at Ettrick, Putney-common, George Henry Haydon, barrister-at-law, 
formerly of Bethlem Royal Hospital, aged 69. 
Perry.—Nov. 5, at his residence, Woodlands, Alderley Edge, near Manchester, John Alsop 
Petty, solicitor, aged 79. 
Surru.—Nov. 4, at 16, Victoria-road, Kensington, Charles Griffith Smith, Esq., of the Inner 
Temple, late of 4, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn. 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwrrep 1n CHaNcERY. 

CasHwELi Leap Misino Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Isaac Brandon 
Reid, 32, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Inuan & Co, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 2, directed to be heard before 
North, J., on Nov 21. Bird & Eldridge, Gt James st, Bedford row, agents for Moore & 

, Lymington, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 20 

Lixptey Wricut & Cox, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 6, directed to be 
heard on Nov 21. Linklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook, solors for petners. Notice of 
. must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

ov 20 

Liverroot Lasourers’ Dweiiines Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dee 
18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to T 
W Read, 30, Castle st Liverpool. Thornely & Cameron, solors for liquidator 

Ortoman Parer Manuractunine Co, Limiren—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 7, 
directed to be heard on Saturday, Nov 21. McDiarmid & Teather, Newman’s ct, solors 
for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock 


on Nov 20 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Esexezer Usion Faiexpty Sociery, Wesleyan Schoolroom, Allfon st, Rotherhithe 


Nov 10 
Music Patwrers’ Purcanruroric Society, St George and Dragon, Greek st, Soho. Nov 11 


London Gazette.—Tursvay, Nov. 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x Cuanceray. 

Care Srock Fanruixa Co, Liniren—Creditors are yp eo on or before Feb 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Renshaw & 
Co, Suffolk lane, solors for liquidators 

Gas anv Liout Co ov Porruca., Liairep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 28, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
R Statham, 7, Poultry. Durant, Basinghall st, solor for liquidator 

Josz Metacitocnnome Pustina Co, Linvrep—By an order made by North, J., dated Nov 
7, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. Arber & 
Lewis, Old Jewry chmbrs, solors for petner : ’ 
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Warman Furnisnine Association ror Direct Suppiy To Prarvate Buyers, Liarrep— 
Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to send their names and ee Sak, Se 
alee sof their debts or claims, to Alfred Deards, 27, Prospect hill, Wal: 
rs & Clarkson, Walbrook, solors for liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Granp LopGe anp Provinctat Granp Lopces, Nottingham Ancient Imperial United 
Order of Odd Fellows, 9, Peachey ter, Melbourne st, Nottingham. Nov 12 


Ouvensaay IxpEPENDENT Lopak FriexDiy Society, Dyers’ Arms Inn, Garden st, 
ov 13 ° 





WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcuasers & Lessers.—Before 
a house have the a arrangements agen examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineerin; entilation Co., 65, o ite Town Hall, Victo “po py West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), as also undertake the patilation of Ciices, &e.—[Apvr.] 


or renting 





CReDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 3. 
Ba.comBe, Ne.son, Ticehurst, Sussex, Builder Dec2 Balcombe v Balcombe, North, J 
Hobbs, Portland chmbrs, Gt Titchfield st; Balcombe, Ticehurst, Sussex 
Curre, Isaac, Brighouse, nr Halifax, Stone Merchant Nov 30 Pigott v Cliffe, Kekewich, 
J Boocock, alifax 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 6. 


Beaumont, Joun Waker, Horbu nr Wakefield, Contractor Dec 5 Beaumont v 
Beaumont, Stirling, J Seott, Wakefield : 

McHenry, « Jams, Addison rd, Kensington, Esq Dec 31 MeDermott v Boyd, North, J 
Hore, Lincoln’s inn fie lds 

RENDALL, Rover’ t, Regent st, laa Dee 9 Harrison v Seott, North, J Campbell 
& Co, Warwick st, Regent st 

—— JOSEPH, tee. House, Pembroke, Gent Dec 7 

rth, J Price, Haverfordwest 

TURNER, yg Ss Chepping Wycombe, Buckingham, Rag Merchant Dec7 Turner v 

Turner, Kekewich, J Clarke, High Wycombe 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 10. 


Wo .sTEeNHoLME, Wii.1am, Freetown, Bury Dee 8 Shaw v Wolstenholme, Registrar, 
Manchester Wallis, Bury 


Grier v Macfarlane, 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or CLam. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 
Axcock, Wit114M, Bucklow Hill, Chester, Innkeeper’ Dec 15 Scholfield, Manchester 
Askew, Henry Witiam, Walton on Thames, Surrey, Esq Jan 6 Harrison & Powell, 
Raymond bldgs, Gray’ s inn 
Brave, Mary Any, Castlenau, Barnes, Surrey Jan1 Angell & Co, Gresham st 
Boston, Tuomas, Newcastle upon Tyne, Ironmonger Jan9 Elsdon & Dransfield, New- 
castle upon Tyne 
Bowman, Emma, Hurdsfield, nr Macclesfield Nov 30 Barclay & Taylor, Macclesfield 
Bowman, Hannan, Hurdsfield, nr Macclesfield Nov 30 Walker, Manchester; Barclay & 
Tay lor, Macclesfield 


Bow am _ a Lomax, Hurdsfield, nr Macclesfield, Gent Nov 30 Barclay & Taylor, 
acclesfiel¢ 

BraiisrorD, Josern, Endcliffe, Sheffield, Gent. Dec 31. Parker & Brailsford, Sheffield 

Brown, Cuaries James, Brentwood, Essex, Esq. Dee 31. Sole & Gill, Devonport 

Browyiz, Rosert Swannett, Uxbridge, retired Rick Cloth Manufacturer. Dec 19. 

oodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge 

Cuarrrt, Joun, Walnut Tree rd, Kast’ Greenwich, retired Licensed Victualler. Dec 4, 
Sandom & Co, High st, Deptford 

Currnsipe, ANprew, Wyndham, Victoria, Esq. Dee 10. St Barbe Sladen & Wing, Dela- 
hay at, Westminster 

Cocurane, Rev Taomas, Stapleford Abbotts, Essex. Dee 18. Collyer Bristow & Co, 
Bedford row 


Coutruarp, Rey Tuomas, Plymstock, Devon. Dec 31. Sole & Gill, Devonport 
Cross_ry, Joun, Pendleton, Manchester, Commission Agent. Dec 1. Sutcliffes, Hebden 
ridge 


Giover, Joun, Sekforde st, Clerkenwell, formerly Gas Meter Manufacturer Dec 19 
»0ke, Lincoln’s inn fields 
GreEenwoon, Frances, Pegli, Italy Dec 19 Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 


Hupson, Joun, Harrogate, Gent Dec 12 Platts, Bingley 
Jounsron, ALEXANDER, Finsbury pymnt, Wine Valuer Dec 6 Stanley & Co, Abchurch lane 
Jones, Joun, Copthorne, nr Shrewsbury Dee 12 Masters & Rogers, Liverpool 


Launriz, akan, Downham Market, Norfolk Dee 10 Reed & Wayman, Downham 
rket 
Lawzess, Witiiam, Warrington, Fishmonger Dec7 Davies & Co, Warrington 


Mau R TsapeLLa Marra, Gt Cumbld pl, Hyde Park Dec 21 Wynne & Son, Lincoln’s inn 


Manswat L, Joun, Dewsbury, Watchmaker Nov2l Booth, Batley 
Murray, Groror James, Frimley, Surrey, J.P. Dec 7 Robinson & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Oaves, James, Egham, Surrey Nov 29 W Oades, Welton Dale, Upper Norwood 


Oswaup, Maraarer Dunpas, Redcliffe gdns Dee 1 Waddilove & Johnson, Knightrider 
st, Doctors’ commons 

PAckRNHAM, Jusse Joun, New Brompton, Kent Nov28 Greathead, Rochester 

PaLmer, - Ayn, Southtown next Great Yarmouth Decll Rayson, Great Yar- 
mout 

Parrripar, Wii1.1AM, Wyelands, Glos, Metropolitan Police Magistrate Dec 1 Wintle & 
Son, Newnham 

Puitirs, James Eowarp Dec 6 Wadeson & Malleson, Austinfriars 


Puii.irs, Lewis, Stock Exchange, Gent Jan1 Flux & Co, East India avenue 
Prentice, Joun Roser, Urofton rd, Camberwell, Gent Dec 21 Price & Son, Walbrook 
Rosas, Cuantorre Bunce, North Curry, Somerset Dec 27 Kite, Taunton 

Ronson, James, Downham,Zancs, Gent Dec 31 Chorlton, Manchester 

Suake., Ann, Uxbridge rd Dec5 Allward, Furnival’s inn 


Suanries, Joux, Hulme, Lanes, Journcyman Maker-up Feb 2 Whitaker, Duchy of 
Lancaster Office 

ss Joun, Winton, nr Bournemouth, Chemist Jan 14 Lacey & Son, Bourne- 
mout) a 


Stavaurer, Joun Hamrron, Plymouth, Esq Dec1 Rodd, jun, East Stonehouse 
Sone, Tuomas Hiason, Westbourne sq, Paddington, Gent Deo 6 Howse, Abchurch yd 


gee ee ag rd, Clapham Junction, Pawnbroker Dec 25 Faulkner, 
Chandos ven 
Urquuart, Acnes, Jermyn st, t Piccadilly Dec 1 J E& H Scott, King William st 


basen x , Ricnarp, Ainsdale, nr Southport, retired Licensed Victualler Dee 19 Davies 
arringto 


Co, W: nD acon 
Warsoy, Tuomas, Water Orton, Warwick, Farmer Dec 21 Coleman & Co, Birmingham 
Wooprwiss, Henry, Littleover, Derby, Esq Jan 3 Briggs, Derby 

London Gazette.—Tvuespay, Nov, 10. ; 
Autry, Emma Cuartorte, Finchley rd Dec 10 Satchell & Chapple, Queen st, Cheapside 
Arkiyson, Joun Canter, Balsall Heath, Wores, Baker Nov 20 Pepper & Tangye, Bir- 


Batt, Watsan, Southport, Mariner Feb4 Whitaker, Duchy of Lancaster Office 
Biaas, Grorar, Elstree, Herts, Farmer Dec7 Sedgwick & Co, Watford 

Bort, W1.1.14m, Broomfield, Essex, Farmer Jani Duffield & Bruty, Chelmsford 
Brrant, Avn Exizazetu, Southend, Essex Dee 21 Flegg & Son, Laurence Pountney 


Barrant, Percy, Wiltshire rd, Brixton, Printer Dec 10 Worrell, Coleman st 

Cannan, Wii.14m, Bradford, Drysalter Dec15 Atkinson, Bradford 

Cuatmers, James, Redhill, Surrey, Farm Bailiff Jan 11 Head, Reigate 

Cotiier, ARABELLA, Weymouth Dec3 Chandler, Sherborne 

Cooper, Joseru, Redmarley D’Abitot, Wores, Gent Dec 1 Coren & Son, Gloucester 

Cunpett, Wiii1aM, Osbaldwick, Yorks, Innkeeper Dec 27 Crumbie, York 

Enauanp, Roper, sen, Sheffield Dec5 Clegg & Sons, Sheffield 

Frencn, Josern, Banbury, Oxon, Baker Nov26 Pellatt, Banbury . 

Ga.praitu, James, The Ash, nr Stoke upon Trent, Clerk in Holy Orders Dev 31 Ingle & 
Co, Threadneedle st 


Granvitte, Earl, Right Hon Graxyvitte Grorar, KG, Deal, Kent Dee 12 Lowe & Co, 
Temple 
Sieiatek Joun, Great Yarmouth, Gent. Dec 12. Burton & Son, Great Yarmouth 


Hooter, Marcaret, Burnley. Feb7. Whitaker, Duchy of Lancaster Office 

Jones, Mary, Macclesfield. Dee 11. Swindells, Macclesfield 

Jupson, Ronerr Mansy, Pocklington, Yorks, Grocer. Dee 31. Sargent, Pocklington 
Latrer, Tuomas, Grove rd, St John’s Wood. Dee 21. Day & Co, Norfolk st, Strand 
Lawsoy, Mary, Wolviston, Durham Nov17 Harrison & Barker, West Hartlepool 
McLexop, Jouy, Fairfield, nr Manchester, Gent Dec 31 Chorlton, Manchester 

Casey, Sim, Egham, Surrey Nov 24 W Oades, Welton Dale, Cintra pk, Upper 


Oakey, Sopnta, Folkestone Dec18 Stock, Queen Victoria st 
Pantneeen, Joun Bexsamin, Shrivenham, Berks, Draper Dec 31 Todd & Co, Chancery 


e 

Roaers, Grorer, South Norwood hill Dee1l Hill, Mincing lane 

Roy ez, Perer, Rainhill, Lancs, retired Grocer Dec 22 Lomax, St Helens 
Suutrer, James, Bath, Glass Dealer Dee 31 Titley, Bath 


Sxinver, Wiiiiam, East Cotham, Redcar, a , Deputy Lieutenant for Durham Dee 10 
Withers & Withers, Arundel st, Stran 


Srepuens, Marruew Spray, Chatham, canoes Nov 21 Stephens & Son, Chatham 


Stuart, Avye Moytacur, Bursledon, Bournemouth Dec 10 Booty & Bayliffe, Raymond 

bldgs, Gray’s inn 

Tenxniswoop, Davin, York, Boot Dealer Dec 22 Wood & Co, York 

Warens, James Denew, Chingford, Essex, Gent Dec 12 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 

London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov. 13. 

AprLeyarp, Exizaneru, York rd, Lambeth Dec 14 Greenway & Son, Plymouth 

Baker, Josrpn, Eastney, Portsea Dec 14 Helland & Son, Portsmouth 

Batpwiy, Henry Joseru, Yardley, Worces, Farmer Noy 22 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 

Bran, Mary, Waterloo, Liverpool Dec 14 Fisher & Co, Liverpool 

Bran, Tuomas, Oxton, Birkenhead Dee 14 Fisher & Co, Liverpool 

Be.cuam, Saran, Chesterton, Cambs Jan1 Ellison & Burrows, Cambridge 

Brrrox, Witu1aM, Castleacre, Norfolk, Miller Nov 27 Winter, Swaffham 

Brass, Witt1aM, Old st, St Luke’s, Builder Dec 12 Saxelby & Faulkner, Ironmonger lane 

Carr, Deopartus, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Gent Dec12 Saunders & Co, Birmingham 

Crook, G@soraiva Procter, Southport Dec 25 Chapman & Co, Manchester 

Cneven, Semmes aenen, Maidstone, Insurance Broker Dec 10 J W Crouch, 40, Earl st, 
e 

Denny, Hangiet, Bergh Apton, Norfolk Dec 20 Gilbert, Norwich 

Fixx, Tuomas, Lydd, Kent, Grazier Dee 10 Dawes, Rye, Sussex 

Fisner, Wiiu1am Raprorp, Old Kent rd, Licensed Victualler Dee 3 Butcher, Old Jewry 

Frets, Feepericx, Easton Piercy, Wilts, Farmer Dec 14 Keary & Stokes, Chippenham 

Fuucuer, Tuomas, King’s Lynn, House Agent Dec 17 Jarvis & Son, King’s Lynn 

Ganspex, Jouy, Blackburn, Gent Dee7 Ryley, Bolton 

Ginson, Henry, Normanton, Joiner Dee 1 Williams & Edwards, Wakefield 

Goopwisx, Heyry, Gt Yarmouth, Journalist Dee5 Ayers, Gt Yarmouth 

@nauam, Rev Henny Jouy, Scarborough, Clerk Jan1 Wade & Co, Bradford 

—~* Tuomas, Newcastle under Lyme, Solicitor Dec 10 Cartwright, Neweastle, 


Hawkiys, — Moors, Alresford, Essex, late Lieut-Col in 97th Regt Dec 12 
Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 


Houpeeyess, Ema, Buxton, Derby Jan 12 Garnett & Co, Liverpool 
Hotpswonrn, Rosgrt Huxt, Porchester mansions, Porchester terr, Wine Merchant Dee 
31 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq . 


Howarp, Francis, Wolverhampton, Locomotive Foreman Dec ®% Flewker & Page, 
Wolverhampton 


Hvuxnrnas, Aurrep, Holloway rd, Lead Merchant Dec 9 Kingsbury & Turner, Brixton ri 
Jones, Isaac Juper, Maidstone Nov 25 Hoar & Co, Maidstone 

Krenn, Tuomas, Seething lane, Solicitor Dec 31 Keene & Co, Seething lane 

Laine, Wiuuram, Gosforth, Northumberland, Gent Dec 31 Brown, Neweastle upon 


© 

MARSHALL, Eutzanern, Lewis st, Nottingham Dec 19 Burton & Eking, Nottingham 
Masurorp, James Cuarmax, Gt Grimsby, Watchmaker Dec 10 Barker, Gt Grimsby , 
ainsa, Tegan Hevyry, Sutton pl, Hackney, Gent Dec 18 Clennell, Gt James st, 


row 
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Norsuay, Epwiy Rvurvs, Devonshire rd, South Lambeth Dec 24 Saxelby & Faulkner, 
Ironmonger lane 


Normaw, Saran, Devonshire rd, South Lambeth Dec 24 
monger lane 
Parrerson, James, Pulham Market, Norfolk, Gent Dec 31 


Patten, Ann, Moss Eccleston, Lanes Dec 12 Cross, Liverpool 
Mullings & Co, Cirencester 


Porr, Joun Pearce, Coombe End, Glos, Farmer Dee 26 


Porter, Mania, Thorpe, Norwich Dee 20 


cliffe & Smith, Liverpool 


Gilbert, Norwich 
Preston, Grorce Taropuiius Ropert, Ellel Grange, High Sheriff of Lancashire 


t Portland st 
Saxelby & Faulkner, Iron- 


Hillearys, Fenchurch bldgs 


lane, Queen st 


Dee 18 | WILsoy, 





Pryor, Estuer, Newnham Croft, Cambridge. Dec 10. Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge veers, La 
verpoo 

Ricuarpson, James, York, Hosier. Dec 31. Dent, York * 

Rutter, Jonx, Harborne, Staffs, Gent. Dec 31. Smith & Co, Birmingham Cambridge 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fruivay, Nov. 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Arnscow, Caries, Horwich, Clogger Bolton Pet Nov 11 
Ord Nov 11 

Brexeiey, Cuaries Ciement, Tower chmbrs, London 
=. ‘ailor’s Assistant High Court Pet Novill Ord 

ovi 

Biay, Aan Nottingham, Fruiterer 
Nov ov9 

Braps, nines Epwakrp, St Ann’s crt, — st, Printer 

Court Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 1 

CronsHaw, Davip Brcnay, and -tenehed Git, Southport, 

se Manufacturers Liverpool Pet Nov 9 Ord 
ov 9 

Davis, Epwarp, Mardy,Glam, Butcher Pontypridd Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Davies, THomas Picton, * catia Glos, Farmer Bristol 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 

Deacon, James, Reading, Builder Reading Pet Nov 9 
Ord Nov 9 


Dowy, Wissen Frazier, Archway rd, ar, Grocer 
High Court Pet Nov1l Ord Novi 

Evans, —_ Davies, Rhyl, Flints, Clothier 
Nov ll Ord Nov ll 

FaRrRaNtT, enact and Aurrep Farrant, Upper Tooting, 
Surrey, mongers Wandsworth Pet Nov 9 Ord 
Nov 9 

Grayson, Freperick, Sheffield, Electro Plate Manufac- 
turer Sheffield Pet Novi1l Ord Nov 11 

Greexwoop, Mary Awnyiz, Gt Horton, nr Bradford, 
Milliner Bradford Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Grirritns, Jonn Hven, South Me gy ee Kent, 
Builder Canterbury Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 

ae Joun Wiiu1aM, and Grorrrey Monee Fouterr, 

Joiners Bradford Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Ho.tos, ‘Assene, Heath rd, Twickenham, Dyer Brentford 
Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 
Howre, Witu1aM ag ay Bradford, Artist Bradford Pet 
iv 10 


Nottingham Pet 


Bangor Pet 


‘ov 10 
Hunter, James. at of worse on Tyne, Draper High 
Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 


Joxzs, Joun Brown, H oa Dinmore, Herefordshire, 
Hirer of Agricul culbaral Machinery Leominster Pet Nov 
9 ‘ov? 


Kipp, Tuomas, Fietton, Hunts, Builder Peterborough 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

LayE, 7a Cann, Dorset, Shoemaker Salisbury Pet Nov 

ovg9 

Lisoniont, Cuartes Joux, Dunstable, Beds, Medical 
Practitioner Luton Pet Novil Ord Noy ll 

Loosmore, Joserpx, Carmarthen, Hay Merchant Carmar- 
then Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Lunt, Josep Cuarues, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov9 

— ee Epwarp, Als , Cheshire, En- 

© Hanley, Burslem, and Tun- 

stall Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov9 

Moreans, Morcan, Myddfai, eeettnasitee, Tailor Car- 
marthen Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Piyker, er Havant, Hants, Builder Portsmouth Pet 
Nov Nov 9 

Raymonp, Princes mansions, Me veep st, Jour- 

h Court Pet Augi4 Ord Novi 
Raywyer, Epwarp, Poultry High Court Pet Sept 4 Ord 


Nov 9 
Joux, Hoole, Cheshire, Draper Wrexham 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Saxpers, JonaTHan Joun, Grorce Woo.iey Saxpers, 
Eartanp Wicuam Sanpers, Stockton on Tees, 
Provision Merchants Stockton on Tees Pet Nov 9 
Ord Nov 9 
Suits, Wituam, Trowbridge, Wilts, Builder Bath Pet 
Novil Ord Nov ll 
Sracy, Cuagces Percy, Antill rd, Tottenham, cares 
Clerk Court’ Pet Nov'11 Ord Nov 
Sumyer, Wirutam, Stockport, Journeyman Hatter Stock- 
port Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Trott, Witu1am Henry, —— Insurance Agent Neath 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 
Turner, Mantua —. Sheffield, Confectioner Sheffield 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 10 
Wapesox, Antuony, ee bldgs, Throgmorton st, 
Stock High Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 9 
biter —— Morley, Yorks, Joiner Dewsbury Pet Nov 


‘ov 
Wasp, Hezrsert Hewey, Silverdale, Staffs, Miner Hanley, 
and Tunstall Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 28 
Wess, ~—s Gloucester, Fish Dealer Gloucester Pet Nov 
10 Ord Nov 10 
Wr341ms, Pavt, Shaftesbury avenue, Cook High Court 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov9 
Waser, Svusaxnau Satmox, Bournemouth, Boading house 


Ravciy 


Poole Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
~~ , Exford, Somerset, Builder Nov 20 at 11 | 
Hammet st, Taunton 


| Howre, WiIttiam James, B 





| Arnso ow, CHARLES, Horwich, Clogger Noy 21 at 11 
Wood st, Bolton 

| Bi. ACKALL, Joun, Duke st, St James’s, Fine Art Dealer 
Noy 23 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Buiay, Apam, Nottingham, Fruiterer Nov 20 at 11 Off 

ec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

BrooxsBank, JosepH, New Wortley, Leeds, Greengrocer 
Nov 23 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Burnanb, Norman, Park pl, St James’s, Gent Nov 27 at 1 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

CHAMBERLAIN, Epwts James, Weston super Mare, Plasterer 
Nov 20at 12 Off Rec, 583, Hammet st, Taunton 

Crawrorp, Hucu, Water lane, Stratford, Journeyman 
Carpenter Nov 27 at1l1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

CronsHaw, Davip Bucuan, and Bensamin G11, Southport, 


Hosiery Manufacturers Nov 26 at 3 Off Rec, 35, | 


Victoria st, Liverpool 
Darnett, Hersert, Hingham, Norfolk, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Nov 2lat1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


Epwarps, Revpen, Alsager, Cheshire, Farmer Nov 20 at 


11 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 
EntwistLt, Rosrert, Croydon, Licensed Victualler Nov 
20 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 
Evans, Bensamin, Lianelly, Grocer Nov 21 at 11 Off 

c, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
Fircn, Cuartes Freperick, Mason’s avenue, Auctioneer 
Novy 25 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Foreman, Ervest, Cheapside, Accountant Nov 24 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
GarpinEr, CHEporRLAOMER, Leeds, Estate Agent Nov 23 


at12 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

GASTRELL, WIiitiaM, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler Nov 
20 at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Gorriier, Freperick Heyry, Lewisham park, Kent, 


Financial Agent Nov 23 at 11.30 24, 
London Bridge 

GreEexwoop, Mary 
Milliner Nov 23 at 11.30 
Bradford 

Grirritus, Joun Huan, South Willesborough, Kent, Builder 
Dee 4 at 9.30 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 

Harwoop, Jonn Wixiiam, and Grovrey Morais Fouicer, 
Bradford, Joiners Nov 25 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor 
row, Bradford 

Hewitt, Esenezer, Portobello, Willenhall, Staffs, Grocer 
Dec 7 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Homes, Betsy, Fulbourn, Cambs, Grocer Nov 24 at 12 
Off Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Hotton, Avsert, Heath rd, Twickenham, Dyer Nov 
23 at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chambers, Temple avenue 

Bradford, Artist Nov 24 at 11 

Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Isaacs, Epwix, and Ausert Wotrsox, Hatton grdn, 
Wholesale Opticians Nov 24at11 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

James, Saran, Swansea,Grocer Nov 21 at12 Off Rec, 97, 
Oxford st, Swansea 

Kipp, Tuomas, Fletton, Hunts, Builder 
Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Lays, Jouy, Cann, Dorset, Shoemaker Nov 23 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Salisbury 

Locxwoop, Ricuarp Drury, Scunthorpe, Lines, Auctioneer 
Nov 20at11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Lust, Josep Cuarves, Liverpool, Tailor Nov 27 at 2 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, rv, Holy 

Macieynan, GeorGe Aucustus. lyhead, Tailor Nov 23 
at12 Crypt chmbrs, Cheste 

Mays, Georce Arruvr, 
Maker Nov 26 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


tailway app, 


Anniz, Great Horton, nr Bradford, 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 


Nov 27 at 12.15 


og st, Bloomsbury, Mount | 


16, Weer, Joun, Gloucester, Fish Dealer 


Mixts, Watter Gzorce, Manchester, Grey Cloth Agent | 


Noy 20 at 2.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manches- 
ter 
OKILL. 
2.30 


Joun, Wavertree, nr Liverpool, Joiner Nov 27 at 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


| 


Saunpers, Haroip RipLey, Womersley rd, Stroud om Gent. Dec 14. Ray & Mi & Miers, 


Trovenrton, Acyes Cnar.totta, Hawley Hill, Hants. Dec 15. Harrison, Welshpool 
Turner, Rosert, Stakehill, Thornham, Lancs, Gent. Dec 21. 
Warts, Wiiu1am, Manor pk, Essex, Australian Agent Dec 23 Collyer & Davis, Pancras 


Ellidge, Rochdale 


Wueat ry, Joun, West Bromwich, Wheelwright Dec31 Blackham & Taylor, Birming- 


am 
Wueeter, Asrauam, Buckingham, Basket Maker Dec5 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 
Josepa, Low Fold, Windhill, Yorks, Colliery Manager 
Morgan, Shipley and Bradford 
Wiiuram, Iiford, Essex, Florist Dee 21 


Dec 11 Morgan & 
Hulbert & Crowe, Broad st bidgs, 


| Worm, J: oe a Sressine, Watton, Norfolk, Veterinary Sugeon Dec9 Eadin & Knowles; 


Nov 24 at 11 Off 
Ree,15, King st, Gloucester 

| Wis HTMAN, Haury, Liverpool, Newspaper Proprietor Noy 
27 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

| Wr rant, SuSANNAH SaLMmon, Bournemouth, Boarding house 
Keeper Nov 23 at1 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Youne, Ha = ‘ron, Gt Portland st, Dressmaker 
12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aryscow, Cuares, Horwich, Clogger Bolton Pet Nov 11 


Ord Nov 11 
Beare, Artuur Percy, Gt Bridge, Staffs, Grocer Dudley 


Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov6é 


Dee 2 at 


| Berxevey, Cuarues CLement, Tower chmbrs, London wall 


aoe” Assistant High Court Pet Nov 11 Ord 


Nov 1 

Bay, pl paptagnem, Fruiterer Nottingham Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Bravs, Tuomas Epwarp, St Ann’s court, Wardour st, 


Printer High Court *Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Coss, Witi1aM Sivas, 2, St Jude’s st, Mildmay k, Dals- 
ton, Licensed Victualler High Court Pet ct 12 Ord 


Nov 11 

CronsHaw, Davip Bucuan, and Bensamin Gitt, Southport, 
Hosiery Manufacturers Liverpool Pet Nov 9 Ord 
Nov 9 

Davies, Epwarp, Mardy, Glam, Butcher Pontypridd Pet 
Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Deacon, James, Reading, Builder Reading Pet Nov 9 
Ord Nov 9 

Down, Wiii1am Frazier, Archway rd, Highgate, Grocer 
High Court Pet Nov11 Ord Nov1 

Ferris, Louis, Ashford, Carbonel, og Farmer Leomin- 
ster’ Pet Sept 18 Ord Nov 11 

Frey, Waurter, Trinity sq, ae : Travelling Draper 
High Court Pet Sept 11 Ord 

Fryer, Freperick Wittiam, Surrey ~y , Sana, Architect 
High Court Pet Augs Ord Nov 1 

Grayson, Freperick, Sheffield, Bloctro Plate Manufac- 
turer Sheffield Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 11 

Greexwoop, Mary Annie, Gt Horton, nr Bradford, Mil- 
liner Bradford Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 9 

GeirritHs, Jouxn Hvuau, South Willesborough, Kent, 
Builder Canterbury Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 10 

Harwoop, Jonun Wiiuiam, and Grorrey Morris Fout- 
cer, Bradford, Joiners Bradford Pet Nov 6 Ord 
Nov 9 

HepDtey, , EL GEQRGE James, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
House Agent Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 6 Ord 
Nov 9 

Ho.sery, Amprose Hays, Folkestone, Printer Canterbury 
Pet Sept 18 Ord Nov 10 

Hotron, Avzert, Heath rd, Twickenham, Dyer Brentford 
Pet Novi Ord Nov4 

How1e, Wiiu1aM James, Bradford, Artist Bradford Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov 10 

Hume, Tuomas Davip, Lancaster gate, Hyde Park, late 
Manager to Tes Brokers High Court Pet Oct9 Ord 

ov il 

JonrEs, Jonn Brown, Hope under Dinmore, Herefordshire, 
Hirer of Agricultural Machinery Leominster Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Kipp, Tomas, Fletton, Hunts, Builder Peterborough 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Lang, Joun, Cann, Dorset, Shoemaker Salisbury Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Latssury, CHartrs Joux, Dunstable, sae I Medical 
Practitioner Luton PetNovil Ord Nov1 

Levy, Arruur Apranam (deceased), late St ei axe, 
Merchant High Court Pet Oct5 Ord Nov7 

Loosmoore, Josepu, Carmarthen, Hay Merchant Carmar- 
then Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 


| Lunt, Joseru =r Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet 


Pens, Isaac Wetus, Dartmouth terce, Forest Hill, Grocer | 


Nov 20 at 12.30 24, Railway approach, Lond London Bridge 

Rore, Joun Tuomas, Cecil rd. Seedsman Nov 20 
at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple ‘chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Szys, James Angas, Newport, Mon, Chemist Nov 20 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Sueex, Wiiiiam, Stanhope st, Regent’s Park, Horse 
Dealer Nov 25at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
SurpHam, TxHornton Epwakp, est Hampstead mews, 


West Hampstead, Jobmaster Nov 25at 12 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

Srevens, WIL1IAM, Apagie, | Berks, Builder Nov 20 at 
3.30 1, 8t Aldate’s, Oxford 


eieecne Witiiam Horace, Bury St Edmunds, Hotel 
Keeper Nov 26at12 Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds 
Sypxey, Freperic C., Wych st, Strand, licitor Nov 27 


at 2.30 33, Carey st, ‘Lincoln’s inn 
TERRANEAU, HEInRicn Corrox, Tavistock rd, Westbourne 
pk Dec 2 at 2.30 33, Carer st, Lincoln’s inn 
Watkins, Witiam, Orcha yard, Blackwall, Yacht 


Builder Nov 26 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st 
Lineoln’s inn fields , 

| Wess, Azraur Hawxs.ey, Bradford, 8 
Nov 23at11 Off Rec, 34, quaner row, 


radford 





Nov4 Ord Nov 1 

ManrcuinTon, James, Sheffield, Steel Manufacturer Shef- 
field Pet Oct 5’ Ord Nov 11 

Masterman, Cuartes Epwarp, Alsager, Cheshire, En- 
gineer’s Outside Manager Hanley, Burslem, and 
Tunstall Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Moreay, F, Cleveland row, Gent High Court Pet May 4 
Ord Nov 11 

Peacock, James, Bow Common lane, Boot Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 11 

Penn, Isaac WE.Ls, Dartmouth terce, Forest Hill, Grocer 
Greenwich Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov7 

Povak, James, Dartmouth pk rd, Highgate rd, Picture 
Dealer High Court Pet Nov7 Ord Novil 

Poietase, Fraxcis James Wicks, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Manufacturing Chemist Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 
19 Ord Nov9 

Row ey, Henry Tuomas, Richmond pl, Russell rd, Hollo- 
a ne cence Agent High Court Pet March 14 

ove 

| Sepewick, GerorGe Staniey, Welbeck st, Financial Agent 

High Court Pet June 12 Ord Nov 11 


’s Assistant | a ey Manchester, rid Agent Man- 


et Oct 26 Ord Nov 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 




















SwuitH, Epwarp, Martin’s lane, © ‘annon st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Aug14 Ord Nov6 
Sracy, CHARLES Percy, Antill rd, Tottenham, - jaa 
Clerk High Court Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov1 
Srapies, James E. L., Princes st, Hanover sq High Court 
Pet Dec 5, 1890 Ord Nov 9 
Sumver, Witi1aMm, Stockport, Journeyman Hatter Stock- 
port Pet Nov9 Ord Nev9 
Wass, Jonny, Morley, Yorks, Joiner Dewsbury Pet Nov 6 
Ord Nov 7 
Wess, Hersert Henry, Silverdale, Staffs, Miner Hanley, 
Burslem, and Tunstall Pet Novil Ord Nov 11 
Wass, Joun, Gloucester, Fish Dealer Gloucester Pet Nov 
10 Ord Nov 10 
Winuiams, Paut, Shaftesbury avenue, Cook High Court 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 11 


London Gazette.— 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Tvespay, Nov. 17. 


Asapown, CLARENCE, Woolwich, Hay Dealer Greenwich 
Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov7 

Baitey, Rosert Gorton, Haslingden, Lancs, Cotten Waste 
Dealer Blackburn ‘Pet Oct 29 ‘Ord Nov 13 

Baker, Witu1m, Colwall, Herefordshire, Builder Worces- 
ter Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

Bares, Geores Newport, Leicester, Boot Dealer 
ter Pet Nov 13 Ord Noy 13 

BuancHarD, Joun Gerorae, Coventry, Baker Coventry 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 12 

Carter, Georee, Eastville, Bristol, Painter Bristol Pet 
Novi13 Ord Nov 13 

Day, Exiza, Stoke upon Trent, Plumber Stoke upon Trent 
Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Doveras, James, York, Joiner York Pet Nov 14 Ord 
Nov 14 

Epwarps, Martin, late of Pontypool, Mon High Court 
Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 13 

Fruack, Witt1am Henry, Richmond, Surrey, Ironmonger 
Wandsworth Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 12 

Gayrorp, Arruur Sep.tey, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Maltster 
Ipswich Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 9 

Gittespiz, SaHaw Atuiysoy, Liverpool, Hide Broker 
Liverpool Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Gray, Joun, Charlotte st, Blackfriars rd, Brush Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 13 

Greene, Friese, Piccadilly, Photographer High Court 
Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 13 

Hamittox, Witu1am Fretprna, late Cornwall grdns, Ken- 
~ mn, Livery Stable Keeper High Court Pet Oct 8 

Nov 13 

one WILLIAM, popenaet, Coach Builder Poole 
Novi12 Ord Nov1 

Harcourt, J H, late | rd, Shirland rd, Paddington, 
Draper High Court Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 13 

Harrow, SrerHen Cansick, Darlington, Painter Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Hoi.incs, Geroree, late Fleet st, Proprietor of ** Agricul- 
ture” High Court Pet Sept 19 Ord Nov 13 

Howe.t, Tuomas Cuaries, Mincing lane, Lighterman 
High Court Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 

Hutt, “CHARLES, Stockton on Tees, Stocktaker Stockton 
on Tees Pet Novi3 Ord Nov 13 

Hvurroy, ANDREW, late Vincent sqr, be pny Dealer 
in Stocks High Court Pet June9 Ord Nov é 

Jounson, R, Kennington Park rd High Court Pet Sept 
28 Ord Nov 13 

Jones, Ricuarp, and Marrua Jones, Newtown, Mont- 
gomery, Bakers Newtown Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

KexninaTon, Jouyx, New Somerby, Grantham, Wheel- 
wright Nottingham Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

LapipGE, ey Yorks, Boot Manufacturer Leeds 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 13 

Leicu, JoszrH, Raeburn st, Brixton, Mercantile Clerk 
High Court Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 

Marsnatt, Marx, Rainham, Kent, Provision Merchant 

hester Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 12 

Moore, Wiut1am Henry, Hyde st, Bloomsbury, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 14 

Nicnotas, Epwarp, Cardiff, Hairdresser Cardiff Pet 
Novi13 Ord Nov 13 

Osporne & Co, East Grinstead, Sussex, Builders Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov 12 

Pocxerr, Tuomas, Castleford, Yorks, Grocer Wakefield 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Prior, Joun, Ridgewell, Essex, Licensed Victualler Cam- 
bridge Pet Nov 14° Ord Nov 14 

Procrer, Rosert, Greatham, Durham, late Innkeeper 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Nov 12 
Ord Novy 12 

REDFEARN, i Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Nov13 
Ord Nov 1 

Rocers, a. Skewen, nr an, Glam, Carpenter 
Neath Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 1 

Scorr, Ecerton P, Cecil st, Strand, —_— High Court 
Pet Oct 13 Ord Nov 12 

SHELMERDINE, WiLu1aM, South Reddish, Lancs, peers 
Traveller Stockport Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 1 


Leices- 


Sternenson, Witiiam Bayuirr, Liverpool, * pilliard 
Table Manufacturer Liverpool Pet Nov 12 Ord 
Nov 12 

Tuomas, Tuomas,® Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet Nov 12 

Ord Nov 12 


Tricte, Cuartes Tuomas, Bampton, Devon, Schoolmaster 
Exeter Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 
Vickers, James Epwarp, Leeds, Cycle Agent Leeds Pet 
Novil Pet Nov 11 
Wars, Enaar, and S Woop, Hanley Hanley Pet Oct 29 
Ord Nov 13 
Warp, Monica, Bedford in Leigh, Lanes, Grocer Bolton 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
ATHEN, WILLIAM, gama Cattle Dealer Hereford 


Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 1 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
ed in the London Gazette, Oct. 16. 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Nov 3 


Woopwarp, Joux Henry, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer 
Birmingham Pet Oct'27 Ord Oct 27 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALtEs, Cuartes Epwarp, Woolwich, Grocer Nov 24 at 
1 24, Railway app, London bridge 
Barzs, Grorte Newport, , Boot Dealer Nov 27 
at oo) Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Brapsury, Henry, and ALFRED BrapBu ry, Cookridge, nr 
Farmers Nov 26 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Carrer, Greorce, Eastville, Bristol, Painter Dec 2 at3 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Davies, bag Picroyn. Warmley, Glos, Farmer Dec 2 at 
12 Ree, Bank chmbs, Corn st, Bristol 

Day, Bun nar Stoke upon Trent, Plumber Nov 30at12 Off 
Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Doveras, James, York, Jower Nov 30 at 11 Off Rec, 


York 

Goruam, Cuaries, Leeds, Wood Engraver Nov 26 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

GrirritH, JM, Stanhope st, Regent’s park, Sculptor Dec 
lat 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Hanks, Witiiam, Bournemouth, Coachbuilder Nov 26 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

_ Lewes, end Nov 24 at 2.15 17, High st, 


Huster, James, late Newcastle on Tyne, Drader Dec 1 at 
2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Kenninotox, Jony, New Somerby, Grantham, Wheel- 
wright Nov 24at12 Off Rec, t Peter’s Church walk, 
Nottingham 

Seaman, Cecit1a, Glyn Neath, Glam, Silica Brick 
Manufacturer Nov 24 at 11.30 Castle Hotel, Neath 

LampLoven, Henry, Glyn Neath, Silica Brick Manu- 
facturer Nov 24 at 11.30 Castle Hotel, Neath 

Lepenmat, AnGetina, Old Compton st, Soho, Wine Dealer 
Nov 26 at1 33, Carey st, Liucoln’s inn 

MarsHati, Mark, Rainham, Provision Merchant Dec 3 at 
12.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

Master AN, Cuarurs Epw arp, Alsager, Cheshire, En- 


gineer’s Outside Manager Nov 26 at 1.30 North 
Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 
Ormistox, Wii.1aM, Sheffield, Carriage Builder Nov 25 


at 2.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Shettield 

Pacet, T C, Covent Garden Market, Florist Nov 25 at 
2.30 33, Care st, Lincoln’s inn 

Peacock, James, Bow Common lane, Boot Manufacturer’ 
Nov 30 at 11 33, . Caer st, Lincoln’s inn 

Puiucknett, R Brivstey, Aibemarle st Nov 26 at 11 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Porter, ALBERT Jous, Bridlington, Yorks, Innkeeper 
Nov 25 at 12 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 
Repreary, Saran HELE, Sheffield, Milliner Nov 25 at 3 
Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield. 

Ry Les, GrorGE F., Norton in the Moors, Staffs, Builder 
Nov 26 at 12.15 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Suanp, F., Westbourne ter "Nov 25 at 2.30 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’ s inn 

Sarra, Evizapetu Catuertne, late of Deritend, Birming- 
Butcher Nov 27 at 11 25, Colmore row, Bir- 


a 

Smita, ILLIAM, reg eo Wilts, Builder Dec 3 at 
2.45 Geo , Trowbridge 

SPENCER, —- Nott sham, Licensed Victualler Nov 24 

at 11 eter’s Church walk, eran ome 

SPENCER, By nd EY ay rn Queen’s rd, Edg ercan- 

tile Clerk Nov 26 at 2.30 33, cows st, Lincoin’s inn 

Tuomas, Tuomas, Bristol, Builder Dec 2 at 1 Off Ree, 

chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Tory, Haspay Rapuai, Gt St Helen’s, Merchant Nov 30 

- 2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 

e! 

Tricie, CHartes Toomas, Bampton, Devon, Schoolmaster 

Nov 26 at 11.30 Off Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Vay Praaa, 8, Bath, Bandmaster Dec 2at12.45 Off Rec, 

Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Warp, Monica, Bedford in Leigh, Lancs, Grocer Nov 25 

at1l 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Wass, Joun, Morley, Yorks, Joiner Nov 24at3 Off Rec, 

Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Wess, Hexsert Henry, Silverdale, Staffs, Miner Nov 26 

at 11.45 Off Ree, Newcastle under Lyme 

WELLER, GeorGe, Dorking, Surrey, Builder Nov 24 at 

11.30 24, Railway app, Santen Bri 

Wauattey, Wituiam, Liverpool, Wholesale Butcher Dec 2 

at3 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

WILLETT, CHarces VERRALL (Deceased), late of Man- 
chester st, Esq Nov 27 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 
Wiuirams, Cuartes Lawrence, General ister Office, 
Dec 2 at 


Somerset House, Strand, Civil Service Cler! 

11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Witurams, Joun Parry, Landport, Corset Maker Nov 24 
at “4 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mout! 
Witumort, Cuartes Arruvr, Harborne, Staffs, Journey- 
man Toolmaker Nov 26 at 11 25, Colmore row, 
Birmingham 
Wricut, Atrrep Ricuarp, Strand, Cycle Manufacturer 
Nov ” at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


The follo amended notice is substituted See that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Nov. 


Woopwarp, Jonny Heyry, Birmingham, wil Dealer 
Novisatil 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ArmstronG, Joun, Leicester, eg g Machine Agent Lei- 
cester ‘Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 1 

Asnpowy, CLARENCE, Woolwich, * Dealer Greenwich 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Baxer, Wiiu1am, Colwall, Herefordshire, Builder Wor- 
cester Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Bates, George Newport, Leicester, Boot Dealer Leicester 
Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 





Cranage, Wittiam Grorcs, Ludlow, Salop, Woolstapler 
Leominster Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct i4 


Boy.e, Hannan, Barrow in Furness, Greengrocer Barrow 
in Furness Pet Nov3 Ord Noy 13 


Sinaereee Euzanern, Wolncsbury, Saddler “Walsall 
Pet Oct 30 


Ord Nov 3 
Cammack, Tuomas, Market bldgs, West Green rd, South 
| a parma Clothier Edmonton Pet Oct 19 Ord 
‘ov 
nT, Josern, Leicester, Shoehand Leicester Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 12 
han Bate, Stoke upon Trent, tamed 
Trent Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 1 
Seen’ Epwarp, Newport, Mon, —— Proprietor 
Newport, Mon Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 13 
ee James, York, Joiner York Pet Nov 14 Ord 
4 
Evans, Evan Davies, Rhyl, Flints, Clothier Bangor Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 13 
Grirrira, J M, Stanhope & Reonts Park, Sculptor 
High Court Pet Oct 13 13 Ord Nov 1 
Harper, James Broom, Ventnor, I Ww, Grocer Newport 
and Ryde Pet Nov2 Ord Nov1 
Harrow, Streraen Cansick, Darlington, Painter Stock- 
= on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Nov 12 Ord 
‘ov 12 
Hutt, Cuaries, Stockton on Tees, Stocktaker Stockton 
on Tees Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 
Hunter, James, late of Newcastle on Tyne, late Draper 
Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 13 
Jackson, Joun, Royton, Lancs, Draper Oldham Pet Oct 
28 Ord Nov 14 
Kexxinctox, Joux, New Somerby, Grantham, Wheel- 
it No’ Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Laruax, Joun ALGernon, Cockspur st, Charing Cross, 
Solicitor High Court Pet Sept 23 Ord Nov 1 14 
Lepenmat, AnGettna, Old Com ye st, Soho, Wine Dealer 
High Court Pet Nov Ord Nov i3 
Leen, Joseru, Raeburn st, Brixton, Mercantile Clerk 
High Court Pet Nov | 12 Ord Nov 12 
Many, George Artuur, Bury st, Bloomsbury, Mount 
er High Court Pet Ni Nov3 Ord Nov 18 
Morcans, Moreay, Myddfai, Carmarthenshire, Tailor 
Carmarthen Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 12 
Morris, Daniet Luioyp, Turf sq, Carnarvon, Carnarvon- 
shire, Outfitter Bangor Pet y~ 13 Ord Nov 12 
Nisietr, Atreep, Chel Aerated Water Manu- 
facturer Cheltenham Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 12 
Nicnoias, Epwarp, Cardiff, Hairdresser Cardiff Pet Nov 
13 Nov 13 
Ouiver, Arruur Kino, and Henry James Bay«s, late 
a st, Tailors High Court Pet Sept 18 Ord 
Nov 13 
Pockxert, Tuomas, Castleford, Yorks, Grocer Wakefield 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Price, E, Hornsey rd HighCourt Pet OctS Ord Nov 13 
Prior, Jouy, Ridgewell, hg Licensed Victualler Cam- 
bridge Pec Nov 14’ Ord Nov 14 
Procrer, Ropert, Greatham, late Innkeeper Stockton on 
Tces and Middlesboro Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Rogers, Davin, Skewen, nr Neath, Carpenter Neath 
Pet’ Novi2 Ord Nov 12 
Rytes, Georce F, Norton in the Moors, oy Builder 
Hanl tall Pet Ord 


Stoke upon 


SHEeLMerpine, Witiiam, South Reddish, Lancs, Brewer's 
Traveller Stockport Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 


SILBeRBeERG, Victor, Oxford st, Electrical Fittings Manu- 
turer High Court Pet Sept 29 Ord Nov 14 
Srapiey, Lew fe Sussex, Farmer Brighton Pet 


Aug 18 Ord Nov 14 
Tuomas, Tuomas, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet Nov 12 
Ord Nov 13 


TRIGLE, adn Tuomas, npn Devon, Schoolmaster 

Exeter Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

TURNER, wy Wraae, — Confectioner Shef- 

field Pet Oct 28 Ord Novl 

VICKERS, i Epwakp, Leeds, bycle Agent Leeds Pet 

Novill Ord Nov ll 

Warp, Mosica, Bedford in Leigh, Lancs, Grocer Bolton 

Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Warkins, WItviam, yard, Blackwall, Yacht 
Builder High Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 14 


Waa.tey, Wit.1am, Liverpool, Wholesale Butcher Birk- 

enh Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 14 

Wrieut, Susaynan Satmoy, Bournemouth, Boarding house 
Kee Poole Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov i4 

Younes BERT, Hyde, Cheshire, Financial Agent Ashton 
under L: Lyne an Stalybridge Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 29 

The uate oy notice is substituted = that pub- 

ished in the London Gazette, Oct 

OrannaGe, WILLIAM GEorRGE, op ey ‘ato, “eainaitie 

Leominster Pet Oct14 Ord Oct 

The wm notice is hed for that pub- 

ed in the London Gazette, Nov 3. 
Woopwakrp, Joun Henry, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer 
Birmingham Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 30 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Cartyon, CLEMENT Wivystantey, Budleigh Sali 


iterton, 
Devonshire, Lieutenant-Colonel Exeter Adjud July 
18 Annul Oct 8 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


sap iy ey Fiercuer & ag 171, Strand, . 
oO” Artist Proof eg Engra see 
advertisement, this week, p. 4 _ 

at the Mart, E.C., at2 


Nov. 27.—Messrs. Baker & Sox 
o'clock, Town Mansions (see advertisements, this week, 
p. 4). 
Nov 27.—Messrs. Futter, Horsey, Sons, & Nay omars be the 
Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Leasehold Property (see advertis- 
ment, this week, p. 4). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 















THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. Nov. 2 





Eas Tt. i1sa2as. 


THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.O. 
WEST END BRANCH—2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 
ASSETS EXCEED.. EN TRE. guile ee ee £4,610,000 
PAYMENTS TO POLICY-HOLDERS EXCEED .. 4 .. 9,250,000 
ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS seb a Sei or oe $00,000 


GS THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLY. 





KPolicies Indisputable after S&S Wears. 


Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms. 


THOMAS G. ACKLAND, F.I.A., F.S.8., Actuary and Manager. 
JAMES H. SCOTT, Secretary. 











On SATURDAY, the 5th of DECEMMER, 1891, will be Published the 


WINTER DOUBLE NUMBER of “VANITY FAIR,” 


which will consist of SEXTY-FOUR PAGES, and will include a DOUBLE-PAGE CARTOON, printed in Colours, entitled 


“Bench and Bar,” 


containing PORTRAITS of more than FORTY of the best-known of our JUDGES and COUNSEL. 





The DOUBLE NUMBER will also include Literary Contributions by some of the leading Writers of Fiction. 
The Price will be ONE SHittiIncG. 





Those who wish to Advertise in this Number should make early application to the Manager; from whom the Rates for 
Advertisements may be ascertained. 


REEVES & TURNER, PROBATE VALUATIONS 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. OF 
Libraries Vand or Perchase. JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 


A Stock of Second-hand Re and Text-book , — aner o rz 
Large : aepenes Text-boo SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus anp SriversmiTus, 1 anp 2, GRACECHURCH-STREET, CORNHILL, 


always on Sale. 
Loxpos, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they ACCURATELY APPRAISE the above for the 
Lecat Proression or purcHASE the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 




















1, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 
Ready next week. JHENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, LOMBARD- ‘IVIL SERVICE COMMISSION.— 
TREATISE on the MORTMAIN and I reas. aul at. timeecocd fees Forthcoming Examination : Junior Clerkships, Office 
CHARITABLE USES ACT, 1@1. By LEONARD cs iit of Woods, &c. Candidates must have served for three 
SYER BRISTOWE, M.A... Barrister-ct-Law. Drafteman Established 1782. years in a Solicitor’s Office. (20-30.) 4th December. 
of the Act, and Joint Author of the Law of Charities and Lowest Current Bates The date specified is the latest at which applications can 
Mortmain. Being 2 Third Edition of Tudors Charitable : “ a be received. They must be made on forms to be obtained, 
Trusts. Liberal and Prompt Settlements. with particulars, from the Secretary, Civil Service Com- 
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